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ABSTRACT 


The purpose of this study was to identify perceptions 
of nurse educators in two Alberta Diploma Schools of Nursing 
regarding the personal and professional characteristics and 
instructional and non-instructional activities which facili- 
tate or detract from the teacher/student relationship. 

Data were collected using a questionnaire comprised of 
four sections related to: (1) personal and professional 
data; (2) personal and professional characteristics of 
teacher; (3) instructional related activities; and (4) non- 
instructional activities. Prior to being used in the major 
investigation, the questionnaire was subjected to a pilot 
study and revised. All datay trom, the ~43 “completed: “and 
returned questionnaires was analyzed. 

Data were analyzed using frequency and percentage 
distribtuions to describe the personnal and professional 
data; ranking of items by means was performed to identify 
DOCh mL em caer tatOmeplOtmelLemang miclraAclOlmsprorile; st —Lect 
and one-way analysis of variance procedures were used to 
determine differences in perceptions of respondents regard- 
ing the importance of personal and professional character- 
istics, instructional and non-instructional activities as 
facilitators and detractors; t-test and one-way analysis of 
variance procedures were performed to identify differences 


in perceptions of respondents regarding discrepancies 
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between facilitators and detractors and importance of per- 
sonal and professional characteristics, instructional and 
non=instructional activities. 

Analysis of the data revealed that nurse educators 
perceived the personal and professional characteristics 
considered most important in facilitating the teacher/ 
student relationship to be: demonstrates skills, attitudes 
and values to be developed by the student; concern for each 
student as a person; and welcomes and respects differences 
of opinion. Personal and professional characteristics were 
generally considered, by the respondents, to be facilita- 
tors. The nurse educators perceived size of group in 
Glinicale anstruction, ~and) size (of classes in classroom 
instruction, which appeared in the area of instructional 
activities, to both, facilitate and detract equally from the 
teacher/student relationship. The respondents considered 
the non-instructional activities of time spent establishing 
PaAppOLe Wi thestabreineclintcal #area,spreparing Lor Clanical 
assignments and communicating with supervisory personnel to 
have the most important facilitating effect on the teacher/ 
student relationship. The non-instructional activities, 
perceived by the nurse educators, to detract from the rela- 
tionship to the greatest extent were: time spent on clerical 
activities, faculty committee work and faculty meetings. 
Nurse educators generally did not perceive non-instructional 
activities to have a facilitating effect on the teacher/ 


student relationship. 
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CHARTER. 1 


STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE 


INTRODUCTION 


Society today is demanding accountability from persons 
employed in social institutions. Professional associations, 
including nursing and education, are also demanding account- 
ability from their members. Poulin (1977) states that 
nurses are accountable to the clients they serve. It might 
also be said that teachers are accountable to the students 
they serve. Nurse educators, however, have a dual role, 
Piatto foe GeClciieealeeecalcatOr, One might, therefore, 
correctly assume that the nurse educator is accountable to 
twor'aqroups "of clients: the student and the patient. 
Williamson (1967:82) points out: "The instructor cannot act 
ass*primary initiator’ of ®nursing*-practice;= he*=quides *the 
student to think through and initiate patient care." Nurses 
today are becoming more concerned with accountability to 
Pheias Clients, mneraddition? tokthevquantitye and fquality (of 
their care. It is also true that nurse educators are con- 
cerned with both accountability to their students as well as 
the quantity and quality of time spent with their students. 

One fOr ethemstunctionss Of .SOClalmitistituclonc 1s se tie 


aspect of caring. Funk and Wagnalls Dictionary defines 
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caring as: "To have or show regard, interest or concern." In 
order for caring to be operationalized, some interaction must 
occur between the provider and recipient. 

Another aspect of social institutions is that of help- 
nb alee Helping people has been the foundation of nursing. 
Nurse educators focus their helping relationships upon the 
student (Clark, 1978). This same relationship lsenoy doubt 
evident in the educational scene -- teachers helping students 
to learn. 

ing Ordergfor 4aisfacalitative <interactionsrof,caringyand 
helping to occur, job satisfaction must be present. What 
then constitutes job satisfaction for the nurse educator who 
has this dual role of nurse and educator? 

In, Nursing) Manpower; a study commissioned: by the 
Alberta Hospitals Association (1980), Alberta nurses ranked 
personal feelings of accomplishment as most important to gen- 
eral job satisfaction. This item related to the paired 
factors of "achievement/self-fulfillment and patient care." 
Alberta nurse educators identified working with students as 
one of the most important facets leading to job satisfaction 
(Davis}= 1980)" “According to ‘Sergiovanni (1967277) 

Teachers tend to focus on psychic gratifications as 

a primary source of reward in their work. One of the 

major sources of psychic gratification is the 

interaction the teacher has with individual students 

and classes. 

It appears then, that good relationships with clients/ 


students serves as a primary reward in the work place for 


both nurses and teachers. Different aspects of the teacher/ 
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student relationship have been researched in school systems 
and educational programs (Ashley and _ LaBelle, i ekeyi/F 
Sergiovanni, 1967; Wittmer and Myrick, 1974). It seems, 
however, that relatively little attention has been devoted 
to the specific topic of the teacher/student relationship in 
nursing education. 

Recent literature suggests humanism and/or humanistic 
psychology must be emphasized in the social institution in 
order for facilitative relationships to develop. There is 
growing evidence that humanism is being incorporated into 
both the nursing profession and educational setting (Bernard 
chore! ieWetgaicy, TUS Varleitichen MENA Seikeweds) Gls) ieyhs In their 
unique dual role, nurse educators must emphasize humanism 
equally in the classroom and clinical practice setting. The 
work environment, be it the classroom or clinical practice 
setting, must provide job satisfaction in order for this 
facilitative relationship to be maximized. 

Recent Alberta (studies A<A.H-A., 919802) Davis, 1980) 
indicated job dissatisfaction occurs when other related job 
tasks interfere with the most important facet of the job, 
interaction between nurse/nurse educator and the client/ 
student. To date the literature regarding studies examining 
the manner in which related job activities affect the pri- 
mary source of job satisfaction, the teacher/student relat- 
tionship is sparse. A study involving nurse educators con- 
Gerding the mannerein which activities@ot etheir sop ear fect 
the teacher/student relationship would be an appropriate 


endeavor. 


gtseginwa Ja\ias metnemust esaegous ah sa15 #21 ea 
od #otwseitent tines a4 Ai. cisnispaie doe ane 
et stadt .qoieveb ot dqifisticiesi-: ovissstitos? yet - 
oii “‘hegstoqre.kt pnisd 24 Helretund Jet? sumabivs piwotp 
eensand paldzss (sierteodhe bts edlexetsiq eutesua ens rived 
siete, at | «.$BTCL tae <TSeL tawee goles anstopit Ane 
fetnenid svhesdqne tego sxospzebe ettan \sfo: Leah» eupinn 
eft .patidier asigossq fsuinits. bas mogseesin oft ms vilevpe 
eoksowtg tadinlss ais modes is if 22 so .sanmnozivne Row 
eine st wwhye wi molaosieives dot sbivetg json sgekieee 
fashatior 6-02 qindacdaanes svisssktigg®, — 

(eel \skeRG 408EL ABA) aeifate eptetia sasuel ()/ 
' det Beselsr asito cadw ewwone nelsceizitsaeth dep seni 
iat ad Xe tebed stedzeqed dent aid wskw angdeeneh edaes 
\yrinkts set bas dAsdoubs Sarthe seme asresed sors | 
prtkerdener ee Sere ver aah oT soit 


a 
, 


THE PROBLEM 


The purpose of this study was to identify perceptions 
of nurse educators in two Alberta Diploma Schools of Nurs- 
ing regarding the personal and professional characteristics 
and instructional and non-instructional activities which 
facilitate or detract from the teacher/student relationship. 

Several sub-problems emerged from the basic problem. 

Hee What personal and professional characteristics do 
nurse educators perceive as facilitating teacher/student 
relationship? 

2. Which personal and professional characteristics are 
perceived by nurse educators as detracting from the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

3 ee What fbacetseofminstructional activitiessor nursing 
education are perceived as facilitating the teacher/student 
relationship? 

4. What facets of instructional activities of nursing 
education are perceived as detracting from the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

5S.anWhieche tasks of. the, non-instructionalgactivities@in 
nursing education are perceived as facilitating the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

6. Which tasks of the non-instructional activities in 
nursing education are perceived as detracting from the 
teacher/student relationship? 

die To what extent do personal and professional vari- 


ables of age, teaching, experience, general nursing experi- 
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ence prior to teaching, educational preparation, and place, 
extent and status of employment affect perceptions of res- 
pondents regarding the facilitators and detractors in the 
teacher/student relationship? 

8. To what degree do the respondents perceive a dis- 
crepancy of personal and professional characteristics and 
instructional and non-instructional activities as facilitat- 


ors and detractors to the teacher/student relationship? 


IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 

The study should have value in that it will add to the 
rather limited amount of research on the effect of job- 
related activities to the teacher/student relationships in 
nursing education. The information should be of interest to 
those concerned with the "helping" relationship of the 
teacher with her students as it relates to students growth 
and performance in their chosen career. Nurses in Alberta 
have recently expressed the following specific concerns 
Begarding thei regprofession;rs “LeywouldiminstilVewithingrall 
nurses a more empathetic attitude" and “Instill compassion 
and caring into the 'new generation'." UAH he pel OGOS LSA jr. 
Clark’ (1978222) states the "qualities of caring need to 
become part of the educational climate in which nurses 
learn." 

At this time in history, nurse educators are being 
challenged to be accountable. The student is the product of 
their endeavors and it is by the student's behavior in the 


work environment that the educator is being judged. Clark 
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(1978:22) believes that "since nursing is a helping profes- 
sion, the educational climate must be a humanizing one, 
students cannot be expected to be human with clients without 
role models for the helping relationships." It is the nurse 
educator who is held responsible to nurture this helping 
relationship in the students. Further, it is believed the 
nurturing can best be accomplished by a facilitative 
teacher/student relationship. Since nurse educators find 
this relationship a source of job satisfaction, the students 
will no doubt also benefit. This study should, therefore, 
be of interest to those nurse educators who believe that a 
helping relationship fostered between teacher/student will 


spill over to the student nurse/client relationship. 


DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Nurse educators are defined as registered nurses who 
teach in a nursing education program in a variety of 
settings such as ae hospital, college, ) or “university. 
Although most nurse educators have a baccalaureate degree, 
there are those who may possess a certificate, a diploma or 
a master's degree. 

Registered nurse is a nurse who is granted registration 
by the professional association. 

Client refers to patient, group of patients, family or 
community (A.A.R.N., February 1981). 

Student refers to male and female individuals engaged 
in learning in a program of studies. He/she, him/her shall 


be used interchangeably. 
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A.A.R.N. refers to the Alberta Association of Register- 
ed Nurses. In Alberta, the professional licensing body is 
the A.A.R.N. 

A.H.A. refers to the Alberta Hospital Association. 

Facet refers to some activity in the work situation of 
the nurse educator. 

Facilitator refers to a situation or work-related 
activity which is perceived as enhancing the teacher/student 
relationship. 

Detractor refers to a situation or work-related 
activity which is perceived as impeding the teacher/student 
relationship. 

Instructional related activities refers to those facets 
of the work situation which directly affect the teaching- 
learning situation and usually involve student contact. 

NonaiwistEuct i onadmactivitres’ referss tanthose: facetstor 
the work situation which indirectly affect the teaching- 


learning situation but does not involve student contact. 


ASSUMPTIONS, LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS 
Assumptions 
dy It was assumed that the respondents would be 
motivated to answer the questionnaire, the selected research 
tool, and understood the intent of the questions. 
2x It was assumed that the respondents were honest in 


their responses. 
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che It was assumed that teachers demonstrating human- 
istic qualities developed warm, empathetic relationships 
with their students which contributed to their learning. 
Limitations 

ay The findings should be applied to the population 
being studied and inferences made to any other nurse 
educator population should be made with caution. 

2. The questionnaire was limited to thirty-four data- 
gathering items. 

3. The survey instrument did not allow the respondents 
to make a "don't-know" response to any section of the 
instrument. 

Delimitations 

This study was delimited in that 

ee the survey was restricted to nurse educators in 
diploma programs offered in one college and one hospital 
scnool, Of nursing. 

oe. perceptions of teacher/student relationships held 


by students in the surveyed programs were not considered. 


ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS 
This chapter contained an introductory section describ- 
bing the area of research. It also identified the problen, 
and the sub-problems which emerged from the basic problem. 
The importance of the study was then discussed followed by 
definition of terms. Finally, assumptions, limitations and 


delimitations of the study were outlined. 
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Chapter II presents a review of the literature and 
research in those areas which are related to the problem. 

Chapter III discusses the development of the instru- 
ment. It also describes the sample selected to participate 
in the study. Further it deals with the methodology 
employed in collecting and analyzing the data. 

The results of the responses and data analysis are 
discussed in Chapter IV. 

A summary of findings, conclusions and implications of 


the study are contained in Chapter V, the final chapter. 
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CHAPTER IT 


REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 


This chapter explores facilitative relationships, and 
the various components of the educational environment which 
are considered essential to developing these relationships. 
A brief examination of the importance of facilitative 
relationships and career choice is included in the first 
section. The factors of humanism and humanistic education, 
characteristics of a humanistic environment and_ the 
effective teacher which contribute to a facilitative 


teacher/ student relationship are also discussed. 


FACILITATIVE RELATIONSHIPS AND CAREER CHOICE 


Interpersonal relationships, an aspect of humanistic 
education, are viewed as crucial to the helping professions 
such as teaching and nursing. When students are questioned 
as to why they have chosen to be a teacher, inevitably 
responses include statements such as: a desire to help 
people, a desire to be of service to others and a sense of 
personal fulfillment (Altman, cited in Morrison and McIntyre 
eo Oy 

Bernard and Huckins (1974:54) state: 


The real, basic down-to-earth reason for teaching 
is because the human interaction opportunities it pro- 
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vides to do something for the self-realization and 


growth of the teacher. Teachers teach because they 
hope to get something for themselves from the exper- 
ience. 


These and other such responses are similar to those 
given by students entering the nursing profession. It 
DecCOMmesssc lear, then, =tiatm relallonsnipsmwithmouners = 1s ort 
primary concern when embarking on a career of teaching or 
nursing. 

Although many studies abound regarding the students' 
perceptions of the teacher-student interaction, it is only 
recently that interest in the teacher's response to this 
relationship is growing. Several studies have shown that 
many of the immediate satisfactions of teaching result from 
meaningful contacts with students. 

The classroom is considered the workplace of the 
teacher and students. Educators who create humanizing class- 
room environments facilitate the helping relationship, as 
well as stimulate learning. Students cannot be expected to 
demonstrate caring without role models for this helping rela- 


tionship and an environment in which to practice this con- 


cept. 

The nurse educator's role, according to Williamson 
(1976), has been much maligned. She is often accused of 
abdicating her practitioner role. In’ addition, = teaching 


loads are high while these educators are also responsible 
for clinical supervision (both time consuming and frequently 


frustrating). The clinical facility often places extra 


demands on the nurse educator. 
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Sergiovanni  (1967:103-104) states» that “the job of 
teacher requires considerable attention to maintainance type 
activity Tee "eS*that Weads¥to Sdissatisfaction-." Herzberg, 
Mausner, and Synderman (1959:48) believe that "the actual 
doing of the job or tasks of ‘the job are sources of good or 
bad feelings about it." The contact with students is one of 
the most rewarding aspects of the job as perceived by school 
teachers and nurse educators. Satisfaction factors, there- 
fore, tend to focus on humanism and teacher/student rela- 
tionships. Dissatisfaction factors appear to focus on tasks 
and activities which interfere or have disrupting effects on 


this relationship. 


HUMANISM AND HUMANISTIC EDUCATION 


Facilitative relationships are fostered by both human- 
ism and a humanistic philosophy. Within the last decade 
much has been written about humanistic education, the 
teacher as a helper and helping relationships (Bernard and 
Huckins, 1974; Bossert, 1979; Brophy & Good, 1974; Wittmer & 
Myrick, 1974). 

"Third Force psychology focuses upon the individual, 
seeing him as a growing, dynamic organism in the process of 
becoming, constantly striving for self-fulfillment" (Pugh 
1976250): However, Brown (1971:3) discusses "Confluent 
education" as "the integration or flowing together of the 
affective and cognitive elements in individual and group 


learning - sometimes called humanistic or psychological 


12 


76 etree ooo aes aaa to avdet xe _— eit 80. 
is aeint sides ok weiss eS suede anastent Bad 
fgorte ya Bevlesiay as det ant to atoaqgee ond ersawert jum 

<angid .axetoe) nodesetelyss = er0dsoula enw Bae wontons 
<g362 dnedvsSe\iecose Aas Weiosmyt oo anne? oF twa an 
axis? oc eso? oF ws8qgs eaeees Aotsnetaleneae a 7 
hc) pie pAIaquiels Sead to wxBisesn* fp itw ostaibiven Ben 


qirenotssien alds ; 
7 


sin 
‘ 


BoTvTasuas DicerVaAMves- 164: Me TVAMUH — 


semis toad vd Gexsteo? sis agitecolsnles evissa bi iow® 

sheng? Seal sae eres ~“idesotida sizeitsent 8 Sue med 
att @ubtecctin ot selesabd guade nottinw ied gent goin 
taa boented) audi enatin ray biinied Sie ysqtewt s of asenconlt 


a aang oie (200k Coed # vee a sOF8! /,rane0d :STOL 4 = 


 feeber bia of amg eeeuogl qpasontSyag. sige eres 
5) compivenr ssi Wh mielnegael Slesayh eaiws 2 é- en wee ome” 


ede) Meedttivs-32ae 92 privings yitnesende Kotenont 
snemrinao® canine sory) Heowk cevewon OER EET 


education." Since the emergence of "Third Force" or humanis- 
tic psychology, more emphasis has been placed on attempts to 
humanize education. Stanford and Roark (1974:2) state: 

Our position rests on three basic principles, 
which should serve as the foundation for any attempts 
to humanize education: education is a social process, 
Significant learning occurs through human interaction, 
and education must include self-knowledge and self 
understanding. 

Creating a humane atmosphere has been the concern of 
teachers (and administrators) for many years. However, it 
is generally the teacher who is responsible for setting the 
mood for learning in the classroom. Archer (1973:2) states, 
"A humane atmosphere allows development of the individual, 
his dignity and self concept through the academics." Brophy 
& Good (1974:27) believe that: 

Teaching means more than simply transmitting 
information and skills to nameless and faceless learn- 
ers; it also involves personal, one-to-one relation- 
ships with each student. By continually observing and 
interacting with their students, teachers become very 
familiar with both their general personalities and 
their specific characteristics as learners. 

Regardless how each author defines or defends humanism, 
humanistic education, or facilitative teaching, it becomes 
apparent that a positive interaction must occur between 
teacher and students in order for a humane atmosphere to be 
created. Further, there appears to be support from the 
literature that teachers must be concerned with both cogni- 
tive and affective elements in the individual. Flanders 
(1970:269) identifies these elements as follows: "Cognitions 


consist of thoughts in our heads and affective sensations 


are said to be emotions we feel." He elaborates further: 
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"Teachers and pupils think about their feelings and often 
BectmesGhong lye aqvOUtCsECiIeLL. =LiOuUgnts . | (piu oo) mea Cwme ace mee 
every pattern of interaction has a cognitive and an affect-— 
ive component. To understand what goes on in the classroom 
Pom cOmLake spot into, consideratlon. # (pee 200) It becomes 
Clear that thoughts and feelings of both teacher and 
students must be considered if humanistic education is to be 
a reality. 

There appears to be agreement that the teacher is res- 
ponsible for creating a humanistic classroom environment. 
There also appears to be agreement that a humane atmosphere 
is desirable from the standpoint of both teacher and 


students. 


CHARACTERISTICS OF A HUMANISTIC ENVIRONMENT 


Much has been written about the learning environment in 
which teachers and students find themselves. Communication 
and the educational climate are two characteristics which 
appear to greatly affect teacher/student interaction in the 
learning environment. This environment has been described 
as that which either facilitates or creates barriers to 
teacher/student relationships and ultimately to the learning 
process. Degrees between these contrasts are also discussed 
in the literature. 

Communication 
Education may be considered to be a social interaction. 


Teachers talk and (it is presumed) students listen. Hoy, 
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cited in Morrison and McIntyre (1973:160), states: 

Human Sti cerorven tations ©.) )..meeeconcel Ve OLeEthe 
school as an educational community in which students 
learn through cooperative interaction and experience 
2. SCL L-GQiscipline™1s substituted tor estrict teacher 
GOntero lr. Humanistic orientations lead teachers to 
desire a democratic atmosphere with open channels of 
two-way communication between pupils and teachers and 
increased self determination. 

Pine and Boy (1977:10) believe that "communication 
between teacher and students is expressed through affective, 
cognitive, verbal and non-verbal means." Teachers must also 
be cognizant that they teach not only by what they say but 
also what they are and do. 

Effective communication is considered to be necessary 
for effective interpersonal relationships and consequently 
for learning to be enhanced. Archer (1976:2) believes that 
"Effective communication between the students and teachers, 


amongst students and teachers is a primary prerequisite in 


creating an atmosphere of free exchange and a learning 


environment." He goes on to say that "if students are to be 
successful and _ productive, genuine rapport should _ be 
SstabLishcdesinrcially (ps 23) Paduano (1975:20) says 


"Spend those first few class hours really getting to know 
each other." Henson & Henry (1976:83) believe that "the 
process of teaching involves the successful interaction 
between the teacher and students.” It seems, therefore, 
that establishing rapport early in the teaching-learning 
process is vital, if effective teacher-student interaction 
SAY Ae y Valero th gr; 


Considerable research has been conducted regarding this 
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interaction. Flanders (1970:33) developed a ten category 
system entitled "Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories" 
which has been utilized by many researchers to determine 
teacher-student interaction. He felt that as “far as com- 
munication is concerned, three conditions, (a) teacher talk, 
(b) pupil talk, and (c) silence or confusion, are said to 
exhaust all the possibilities." The use of this classifica- 
tion system allows an observer to estimate the percent time 
of interaction in each of the three conditions. Flanders 
(1970:35) states, "The major feature of this category system 
has in the analysis of initiative and response which is a 
characteristic of interaction between two obs more 
individuals." The reader must be cautioned, however, that 
the quality of the statements must also be considered and 
may very well not be documented when using this interaction 
POC LE 

Stuebbe (1980:9), while she was a senior nursing 
student, conducted a student survey and found that: 

Increased communication between instructors and 
students, as to what each of their own objectives are 
and how they view each other's roles, is mandatory in 
order to facilitate increased understanding and working 
together to reach common goals. 

Pugh (1976:55) indicates that: 

Communication is facilitated if the social dis- 
tance between teacher and learner is reduced and mutual 
respect is maintained. As each participant is able to 
trustuthemothner si both Of them aremables tComtruste the 
other, both of them are able to truly be themselves and 
to enter into sensitive and open interaction which 


reveals their needs within the learning situation. 


Communication, in a classroom, that occurs between in- 
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dividual sy =groupssof Fpupils;s or ‘the ‘entire@classfmis = also 
seen as vital to creating a humanistic environment. Commun- 
ication is, therefore, more than merely talking and listen- 
ing. Both the affective and cognitive elements, as well as 
verbal and non-verbal means of interaction, must be taken 
into account. In addition, the quality of the communciation 
also adds to the effectiveness of the interaction. When 
communication occurs in an atmosphere of trust, the affec- 
tive goals of both teacher and learner are more likely to be 
achieved. 
Educational Climate 

As stated previously, the classroom is considered to be 
the workplace of teachers and students. It has been stated 
that the teacher is generally considered to be responsible 
for the climate of the learning environment. The nurse 
educator, however, finds she is responsible to create a 
humane atmosphere in two learning environments -- the class- 
room and the clinical practice setting. 
Classroom Environment 

Teachers who embrace humanistic education, believe it 
is the teacher's responsibility to create an atmosphere of 
warmth, trust and openness in the classroom. Gorman 
(1974:x), “In* Teachers and “Learners, discusses "setting the 
classroom stage" for student learning. He believes that 
"this stage setting should create a readiness for teaching 
and learning by reducing the social distance between teacher 


and student while maintaining mutual respect." Reducing the 
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social distance does not imply that the teacher abdicates 
his role, but rather, it sets the stage where students feel 
the teacher is more approachable. Pine and Boy (1977:8) 
believe the humanistic teacher is a "learner-centered 
teacher" who "works to develop a positive, humanizing and 


psychologically nourishing climate." 


Nursing students, like other students today, also 
reject a cold, impersonal learning environment. They, LOC, 
are demanding a more "human" atmosphere. Paduano (1975:21) 


states that many nursing students found that a "relaxed 
atmosphere and informal teacher-student relationship result- 
ed in a more mature approach to their learning needs." 

It is believed that a humanistic environment allows for 
effective interaction between teachers and students. The 
process of teaching is facilitated by this effective 
interaction, and, therefore, learning should also _ be 
facilitated. Henson and Henry (1976:68) state: 


The results of teacher-pupil interaction in the 
classrooms are as real as the outcomes from formal 
academic study. Although the teacher is affected by 
his perception of the class and its collective 
behavior, he is in the better position to manipulate 
the environment so that certain types of behaviors, 
feelings, and attitudes have a good opportunity to 
emerge. 


The various authors who are proponents of humanistic 
education believe that an affective or humanizing environ- 
ment is one that is characterized by an atmosphere which 


contains the qualities of empathy, warmth, concern and 
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understanding. Busl (1981:43) states: 


A favorable atmosphere for learning will be 
present if the teacher makes himself available to 
students, is responsive to the students' learning 
needs, values and respects the learner, and minimizes 
the inhibiting effects of emotions in learning. 


It is generally agreed, by various authors, that it is 
the teacher who sets the "tone" for the classroom. Further- 
more, classroom management is one of the vital factors in 
the role of teacher. Some educators have been of the opin- 
ion that structuring the learning environment to provide for 
an optimum emotional-educational climate is difficult. 
Other educators believe that creating a humanizing 
environment is the teachers's responsibility and is readily 
attained. In addition, beneficial affects such as making 
teaching and learning interesting and enjoyable are incurred 
when the classroom environment is a humanistic one. 

Busl (1981:43) indicates that: 


The teacher has a great influence on the learning 
environment. His attitude towards the students is 
extremely important; he will usually get the kind of 
behavior from the students that he expects. 


In order for the helping relationship to be nurtured in 
students, in addition to establishing effective teacher- 
student interaction, the teacher has the responsibility to 
set a classroom stage which is pleasant and comfortable. 
The atmosphere in this work environment of teacher and 
students should also contain those identified qualities in 
which teacher-student benefits are enhanced and barriers are 


diminished or eliminated. 
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Clinical Practice Environment 
Nurse educators must be concerned not only with the 


classroom environment but also with the clinical practice 


setting. It is in this setting that student nurses are 
socvalized nto ‘the “vole fof-"*the nurse: Cotanch ~(1981:6) 
indicates, "For proper socialization to occur a positive 


relationship must exist between faculty and hospital nursing 
personnel and nursing students." The nurse educator must, 
therefore, attempt to create a humanistic environment in the 
clinical practice setting since it is here where the 
students, according to Meleca et al (1981:33), "acquire the 
kinds of professional and personal skills, attitudes and 
behaviors thought essential for entering the health care 
system." 

Studies have shown that the clinical practice setting, 
Cnesenospital, =Se" the= nursing “Students = most duttacule 
adjustment. Wittmeyer and others cited in Williamson (1979) 
found that almost all of the attrition in students occurred 
Ascetic lL intcalescOUrsesm==s tantved:. Ws eudy =econducteds. by 
student nurses (Garrett et al 1976:17) also found that 
clinical experiences provided the dominant theme for reports 
of stressful experiences by nursing students. Since the 
nurse educator is the primary link between the student nurse 
and@athnem elearning environment, . the’ taskiofesprovidingera 
clinical setting conducive to learning is considered to be 
her responsibility. 


Barr (1980:49) writes: 
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The teacher's role in the clinical setting is very 
much that of catalyst and she is involved in many 
interactions -- with staff, patients, students -- all 
with different responsibilities attached. 


Stone and Berger (1978), however, state that an unfortunate 
separation of (nursing) service and education has occurred. 
They feel that nurse educators have taken the path of least 
resistance by assuming the posture of "guests" in the 
clinical setting. Also, as Mauksch (1980:23) states, 
"Hospital staff view nursing faculty as intruders and at 
best as guests in the clinical settings." 

According to Mesolella (1970), the key factor respon- 
sible for the hostility which exists between nurse educators 
and nursing service personnel is "territory." The clinical 
practice setting is considered, by nursing service person- 
nel, to be private territory, where the clinical instructor 
and her students are considered to be intruders. it as in 
this setting that nurse educators find it more difficult to 
provide an affective, humanizing environment. Ensuring a 
climate conducive to learning in the clinical setting is 
critical since, according to Williamson (1978:5-6), "there 
have been indications that the clinical experience influ- 
ences success or failure in the nursing program to a greater 


extent than do other factors." It may be considered impera- 
tive, therefore, that the activity of establishing a human-— 
izing clinical environment be a primary concern of the nurse 


educator. 


According to, Carter, (1979:7-8),. sAn effective clinical 
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learning experience requires the development of sound work- 
ing relationships between head nurse, staff and the nurse 
educator." To work towards establishing an effective clin- 
ical learning environment, the nurse educator has a 
responsibility to orient all levels of staff to the school 
philosophy, course objectives, student objectives and 
expectations of student needs. She must also become 
Oriented to the agency, unit, and staff in order to be 
perceived more as a competent nursing colleague rather than 
a guest or intruder. The nurse educator and head nurse, 
together, should meet with unit staff to discuss the goals 
of student experience and the roles they are expected to 
play. This information sharing is necessary since clinical 
teaching reflects the values of the educational institution, 
faculty and students, as well as those of the staff and 
agency providing clinical experience for the students. 

The unit staff is vital to the learning experiences of 
the student since the "learning laboratory is significantly 
different from that created by the busy teacher in an active 
ward who dashes from one neophyte to another as each is in- 
volved in clinical activities for the first time” (Smith, 
1976:86). It is believed that a positive relationship with 
themagency. Stati, Lesuits in a Group SOL nurses seager |co 
assist the learning process as well as to insure a climate 
conducive to learning. Ags Little andi Carnevalliys cited: in 
Carter =(1979=9)7=point-out: 


. e . the staff with whom the students will work 
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and who directly influence the quality and quantity of 
the learning experiences to be obtained must trust the 
nurse educator and want to facilitate the goals held 
for the students. 


Positive relationships develop through open communica- 
tion, shared interest (in students and patients), trust, 
informal socialization, and mutual respect Ox the 
contributions which both nursing education and nursing 
service bring to the profession of nursing. Carter (1979:9) 
believes that: 


Role modeling of the relationship between nursing 
education and service is inspiring to students and 
provides them with the foundation they need to become 
socialized into the professional role of the nurse. 


Students believe that the nurse educator's major con- 
cern and efforts should go into teaching. Rigel Seo. Cen 
FOLGOCLenebYyY Unit stat that the student asenot..a nurse put 
rather is learning to become a nurse. Therefore, creating 
an affective climate in the clinical practice setting to 
enhance students' learning and decrease stressful factors 
must then certainly be a major concern and responsibility of 
the nurse educator. 

Facilitative characteristics of the teacher are 
believed to contribute to an effective teacher-student 
interaction. In addition, it appears to be the opinion of 
various authors that the nurse-educator demonstrates caring 
qualities and is therefore considered to be a role model to 


student nurses. 


Teacher Characteristics Determined by Evaluations 


What makes a good instructor? This is an age-old 
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question which has been researched extensively. Jackson 
(1977:9) states: 


Students want to evaluate, many are demanding to 
evaluate the faculty and education environment in which 


they are involved. They believe their opinions are 
worthwhile and of value in the improvement of educa- 
E2ong 


DeTornyay (1977:188) believes that "Students have taken the 
rhetoric of democracy seriously and are insistent on 
becoming partners in the educational endeavor." 

Students, in fact, have long been involved in teacher 
evaluation. Flanders & Nuthall (1972:431) cite a 1936 study 
GoOnem by mHarte: pGlling= thes opinions Of 610, OOOsestudents, 
regarding the characteristics which discriminated the best 
liked from least liked teachers. The following characteris- 
tics identified the best liked teachers: 


ce teaching skill (clear explanations, use or 
examples etc. ) 

cheerful, good natured, patient, not irritable. 
friendly, companionable, not aloof. 

interested in pupils, understands then. 

impartial -- does not have "teacher pets". 

fair in grading and marking. 


OMB Wh 


Hart found this list was typical of those obtained in 
other studies. A 1929 study, also cited in Flanders and 
Nuthal (0972-432) 77 lists the following. six) «traits which 
were identified when researchers asked the views of experts 
(i.e., school administrators, professors of education and 
others) 
adaptability 
consideration 
enthusiasm 
good judgement 


. honesty 
magnetism 


Om PWN F 
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Evans, cited in Morrison and McIntyre (1973:130), sum- 
marized the results of studies regarding students' preferen- 


ces of teacher characteristics as follows: 


Children like teachers who are kind, friendly, 
cheerful, patient, helpful, fair, have a sense of hum- 
or, show an understanding of children's problems . . 
They dislike teachers who use sarcasm, ridicule .. . 
Parvl*to *provide*sfor tthe needs"op tndividualtpupils. eee. 


Nursing students have also identified characteristics 
of effective teachers. Rauen (1974) conducted a study in 
which data were collected from freshman and senior students 
in three diploma programs in the Milwaukee, Winsconsin area. 
The data tool selected was "Clinical Instructor Characteris- 
ercsmrRanking «Scale© “—(CICRS). Mou) qhasmeleligiepc) eke Gmlaubicy | Schelblehy 
revealed that the nurse role characteristics were signifi- 
cantly more important than either person role or teacher 
role characteristics. Senior students indicated the "nurse" 
role characteristic of demonstrating the ability to function 
in a real nursing situation was most important while fresh- 
man students considered the giving of quality patient care 
enthusiastically of primary importance. 

in another study Utilizing the” CICRS © scale, Stuebbe 
(1980:9) found that "students value the learning of observed 
nursing skills and theory most, while instructors valued 
teacher-student relationships more." Kiker (1973:721) found 
that students perceptions and evaluations of their teachers 
indicated that: 


Among the characteristics identified as important 
are professional competence, positive personal rela- 
tionships, ability to identify principles, availability 
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of instructors to students, consideration of students 
time. 


It appears that nurse educators, unlike teachers in a school 
system, are evaluated in two areas. Student nurses desire 
tovevaiviate= the anstructor on her nursing abilities as well 
as the teacher qualities. 

Brown (1981) found that although much research had been 
conducted on characteristics the effective classroom teacher 
should possess, the literature was relatively sparse with 
regard to studies conducted on characteristics of clinical 


teachers. Brown, therefore, conducted a study to identify 


those characteristics of the clinical teacher believed to be 


important by both faculty and students. Hew Lan icat 
Teachers Characteristics Instrument" was used in surveying 
both students and faculty members. It was found that both 
groups (students and faculty) unanimously identified the 


following characteristics as important: 


Lite Conveys confidence in and respect for the student. 

Zhe Is well informed and able to communicate knowledge 
to students. 

Sie Supervises and helps in new experiences without 
taking over. 

4. Provides useful feedback on student progress. 

55 Is realistic in expectations of students. 

6. Is honest and direct with students. 

hee Encourages students to feel free to ask questions 
or to ask for help. 

8. Is objective and: fair in the evaluation of) the 
student. 

on Is flexible when the ‘occasion’ calls for it. 


Literature supports a variety of terms describing the 
effective or essential characteristics of a teacher. It is 
of interest to note however, that there appears to be con- 


sensus in both general and nursing education, that humanist- 
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tic qualities such as warmth, understanding, respect for 
Studenu, honesty, “etc sare™ desirable @qualities = for-ethe 
Instructor to possess. “In addition, students#indicate that 
accessibility” “and "approachabiinty "to *the® "instructor seis 
important. 

Faculty or "peer" evaluation tools contain the same 
general characteristics as do those research instruments for 
surveying students. Characteristics such as, willingness of 
instructor to help, genuine interest in student progress, 
Openess to others' viewpoints, classroom climate conducive 
to learning, availability to assist students, etc. (Nash, 
1977; Kinsey, 1981; and others) are apparently of as much 
concern for faculty as they are for students. 

Regardless of which population was surveyed, (regarding 
teacher characteristics) there seemed to be a consensus that 
humanistic qualities are valued by students, teachers and 
experts in education. Identifying teacher characteristics 
which enhance learning and foster a humane classroom 


environment has merit for teachers and students alike. 


Role Model 

Nursing, as well as teaching, is viewed as a helping 
profession where clients also benefit from the relationships 
established. The quality of caring is viewed as an essen- 
tial element in the helping relationship. 

Adam (1980:49) states, "The helping relationship is not 
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however, essential for effective nursing care." Nursing 
curricula stresses the importance of a positive relationship 
between a nurse and patient. La Monica and Karshmer (1978) 
point out that very little nursing literature addresses 
itself to how or when the qualities of the helping relation- 
ship are learned and developed in curricula, or maintained 
in nursing’ practice. Hall and Mitsunaga (1979:19) found 
thats: 

Sieors there marcagno® actualseresearch#ydata ethat 

indicate a good relationship leads to good care. . 

the assumption that connects good relationships to good 

care is largely an untested hypothesis of the nursing 
profession. 

How students develop a caring attitude has long been a 
topic of concern for nurse educators. Teachers are general- 
ly considered to be role models for their students and, as 
such, should demonstrate those qualities which they desire 
of their students. Bandura and McDonald, cited in Durrant 
(1978), tested the hypothesis that subjects would learn to 
imitate behavior exhibited by an experimenter-model and that 
"nuturant" (i.e., rewarding, warm) interaction between model 
and learner would enhance this imitative learning. Research 
confirmed their hypothesis. Other studies cited in Durrant 
(1978:18) indicate that "the presence of certain character- 
istics were found to be necessary to the 'successful' model 
teacher-student relationship." 

Carkhuff, cited in LaMonica and Karshmer (1978), des- 
cribes the primary characteristics in a helping relationship 


as empathy, respect, warmth, genuiness, self-disclosure, 
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concreteness and immediacy of relationship. Adam (1980) 
lists empathy, respect, authenticity, specificity, confront- 
ation and immediacy as the necessary attitudes for helping 
others. Punic onde cover Lo 7 7) es wouldmeadd a mitial meterusty 
concern, -listening, compassion and honesty to the list of 
desirable attitudes. Pine and Boy (1977:26) also state: 
Teacher educators need to pay more attention to 
the dimension of personal growth. Students tend to 
model their teaching behaviors and attitudes on their 
interactions with and observations of professors and 

Supervisors. The professor or supervisor who is grow- 

ing and learning, who trusts his students and is real 

with them, who listens to students and confronts them 
in facilitative ways "teaches" humanism. 

The literature regarding nursing instructor and student 
relationships also supports the premise of the role model 
phenomenon. According to Jones and Jones (1977), Stuebbe, 
(1980), and others, student nurses report that the 
instructor, especially the instructor encountered early in 
the program, is the most influential source as role model. 


Mesolella (1974:15) says: 


By being caring, Open individuals with students, I 
believe we set an example of the behavior that will 


enable them to provide good nursing care .. . the 
teacher is a role model. She teaches effective inter- 
personal relationships by her own example with her 
students. 


Scheideman, cited in Durrant (1978:17) and supported by 
Adam (1980), draws a parallel between the right of a patient 
as a consumer of health. and the right of a student as a 
consumer of education. 
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time to draw up a chair by the patients bedside and 
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educators need to clear the cluttered schedules and 

PYrOVvVIdem limes sLOrn listening. thateareed istinctmt rom 

teaching content. 

Scheideman perceives that this practice of "listening" 
serves a double purpose: 1) to acquaint educators with 
student needs and thus enable them to do something about 
them, and 2) to allow educators to serve as role models. 
The demonstrating of the qualities of a helping relationship 
by the teacher appears to be essential in the role model 
phenomenon. 

Other studies add that student nurses do not only model 
@eeemannhurse geducators!@but salsoplainites start Gpersonnel: 
Mauksch (1980:21) believes that "nursing students have had 
to seek role models among nursing staff in the institutions 
where they affiliate rather than from among their teachers." 

The reason identified is that nurse educators were not 
perceived to be nurse practitioners despite the fact many of 
the clinical nursing faculty are also superbly prepared 
nurses. There is some indication according to Hicks and 
Westphal (1977) that student nurses, rather than selecting 
the nurse educator, view the head nurse as the major role 
model and other staff members as secondary role models. On 
the other hand, Cotanch (1981:6) cites the results of a 1974 
study by Brown, Braders, and Oberman which found that 
"clinical instructors were seen as positive role models and 
staff nurses were seen as negative role models." Cotanch 
(1981:6) also cited Quint who found that the "nursing model 


of a therapeutic agent that exists between instructor- 
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Student—patientsissoften astheoreticals rather, thansean actual 


model." A study conducted by Matarazzo and Weins, cited by 
DurrantaeG@h9 78:18) ¢lewouldm disputessOuint icu findings. They 
asked, “*Would®%a “teacher @@icaring theattivtudelmibe @inth turn 


reflected” “in™~ a® student ‘nurse *“behavior®’ vis—a-vis® | her 
patient?" tern “Lindings 1m fact, = prov lLacdeta lpostt1 ve 
answer to this query. 

Although some literature indicates that nurse educators 
are not always the preferred role models, there seems to be 
consensus that they are the ones most likely to be chosen. 
The same is true for those students embarking on teaching 
careers; the preferred role models are their teachers/pro- 
fessors. The literature generally supports Durrant 
(1978:18) who says, "a key component for student acceptable 
performance is for the role model to model the behavior he/ 


she wishes to see established as a norm in that student.” 


TEACHERS ROLES: TASKS AND ACTIVITIES 


The teachers's central or primary role (responsibility) 
Usecelatedm to minstructional functions. However, numerous 
subroles or functions also compete for the time and energy 
Ctamec Nem Nill Olic teeCeachner. Lortie, in Schoolteacher 
(1975-111) ,,.states, "Much of the teachers role is defined 
by his position in the division of labor established by the 
schools curriculum. » Heidgerken (1965) identified three 


major role functions of the teacher, namely: instructional, 
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faculty and individual. Ketefian (1977) identified subroles 
such as research, professional writing, involvement with 
professional organizations and service to community agen- 
cies. Williamson (1976) indicated that the nurse educator, 
in addition to teaching, must also be involved in various 
functions such as research, pUr ites one and public service. 
The teaching role itself often has both instructional and 
non-instructional activities associated with it. Students, 
the acknowledged consumers of the instructional process, 
believe that the teacher's time and energy should go into 
teaching them. 

Instructional Activities 

Bossert (1979:11) believes that "Classrooms themselves 
Maighits be Cnaracterized, by their distinctive utal@zacion oL 
instructional activities == by their task’ organization.” 
Heidgerken (1965) states activities such as planning and 
organizing courses, creating and maintaining a desirable 
climate (which will encourage and enhance learning), in 
addition to adaptive teaching and preparing and adopting 
instructional materials to the varying interests, needs and 
abilities of the students are a part of the instructional 
role of a teacher. 

Edgerton (1977) vividly describes the teachers' 
numerous activities which she believes to be contradictory 
andeeinconflictmwithee the: primary | LOolLe@ Om teaching. She 
identifies a variety of instructional activities, such as 


paper grading, collecting late assignments, devising lesson 


Dlans etc. ra cmeon | Vaua, et Cw of the numerous tasks and 
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activities a teacher does throughout the day. Edgerton 
(1977:121) also believes that teachers develop "distinctly 
unpleasant personality characteristics" because of the role 
conflicts, for example, the executive, evaluative and 
counselor roles, a teacher encounters during the school day. 
Bossert (1979211)! states;! ithe organization “of classroom 
tasks may influence the types of social relationships that 
develop between teacher and pupils and among pupils." 

Research has documented that the teacher has the res- 
ponsibility to create a warm, caring environment which 
facilitates teacher-student interaction and enhances 
learning. The teacher's instructional activities, however, 
often place her in the executive role of enforcing rules or 
evaluative role, where she not only evaluates academic 
performance but also "Character development." This creates 
a conflict with the counselor role, which is perceived as 
supportive and advisory. The result is an environment which 
may in fact inhibit learning and effective interaction. 
Non-Instructional Activities 

There seems to be a consensus that non-instructional 
roles or activities (sometimes viewed as extraneous duties), 


Clearly detract from the teacher's primary activity of 


teaching. This is shown by student comments such as "the 
instructor wassnot on the ward enough —=ishe *had’) too" many 
meetings to attend" (Telnes et al, 1966:54). Etzioni 


(1969:36) notes, "The teachers may participate (often voic- 


ing complaints) in committees which deal with school-wide 
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mattersie . ; y Malo nt eyed 1975:65)eereponts, "Generally, 
teachers jwere; not, surprised »at the nature: of .their tasks, 
wibhethetonekexceptionfof clericaletasksy.sue, 

Many observational studies have been done on teacher 
poles. @e4landers andyNutnaime(1972:443)) citestwo.of thesmost 
comprehensive studies undertaken in Great Britain (Hilsum & 
Crane; e19713) Duthie, 1970).4 Results of the Hilsum and Grane 
study showed that 4.76 hours per day were devoted to teach- 
ing and a substantial amount (42% of work done) to out-of- 
school work. The study also found ee (1) approximately 
one-quarter of school time was spent on non-professional 
activities, (2) that free periods became chore periods, and 
that (3) disruptions of classroom time occurred. The Duthie 
study found that teachers were involved in housekeeping and 
supervision duties sufficiently often and uniformly across 
Grades Wito, warrants) fthe peadvocatings® Ofpeseveral ~auxilary 
programmes. 

The concern with non-instructional activities interfer- 
INGewWithmoeedlsruiptinggthe classpday @rsenot uniquesonly sto 
teachers in the school system. Hol laimanes (1977) 7 agnurse 
educator, conducted an in-depth analysis of faculty members' 
workload at the school in which she was curriculum coordin- 
ator. Theuw tmesultsssof »thisesstudy,jtwhichmestablishedwsan 
WindiuvidualeTeacherm WorkiloadsProfile; eandicatedythat ofethe 
225 productive days available per year, 170 days were avail- 
able for class/clinical preparation (C/C/P). When the total 


hours required for C/C/P were calculated, it was determined 
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that the faculty member was overextended by 503 hours per 
year. Committee work, faculty meetings and attending work- 
shops, etc. accounted for the discrepancy between productive 
days available and actual days available for C/C/P. Another 
nurseweducator;, Trautman (LoJ7) y= an Aneeinstoucton- se Diary, 
also identified similar non-instructional activities. These 
activities kept the teacher busy and were perceived as 
taking time away from student contact. 

Miller” and” Rose’’°(1975:8)'" suggest, *" "The® instructor 
should discuss non-instructional responsibilites with admin- 
istration in order that there will be a clear understanding 
of the expected role." Because of concerns expressed 
regarding the time spent on non-instructional activities, 
Barritt (1978:41-42) postulates several questions nurse 
educators should ask themselves, for example: 

- What if we held fewer committee meetings? 

- What if we limited our office hours to students in 
the same way that the rest of the university does, 
thus discouraging the constant availability 
syndrome? 

- What if we learned to feel less guilty about sitting 
and thinking instead of always doing? 

- What if we used non-nursing personnel more fully 
rather ‘than ‘teeling that “every "“detall® Of 9 nursing 
education, research, and service was the sole prerog- 
ative of the registered nurse? 

Barritt also believes that "many times the overexten- 
sion of faculty occurs because faculty members themselves 
have not been able to turn down students, colleagues, admin- 
istration, or the public" (p. 42). Heidgerken (1965:200) 


suggests that "often, much time is wasted in nonlearning 


activities, such as dictating directions, when mimeographed 
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material could be used just as satisfactorily." McPhail 
(1970:37) on the other hand, suggests the use of part-time 
teachers could effectively free the permanent teachers to 
attend sconferences -and)) workshops, to take a leave of 
absence if necessary, and to work on committees." 

Nurse educators, like teachers in the school system, 
appear to have a substantial amount of their time devoted to 
non-instructional activities. Since this fact concerns both 
groups of educators, studies have been done identifying all 
aspects of the teachers workload. Suggestions have been 
presented by some authors in an effort to relieve the teach- 
er of some of those activities which detract from the 
primary activity of teaching. 

Professional Role Versus Academic Role 

Nurse educators, unlike other educators, have a dual 
role for which they must remain competent. This duality of 
roles often creates dissonance in the nurse educator. 

Williamson (1976:82) states, "The nurse in academia 
carries an additional burden unknown to many disciplines 
wpeal- aelhe: proressionalsrole «is the: role) thatgiseidentitied, 
much more commonly than the academic role." Williamson also 
suggests another issue of concern to the nurse in academia, 
the need for all nurse educators to be licensed to practice 
nursing. Panicucci (1978:48) believes that "nursing faculty 
are becoming aware of the need to remain clinically compe- 
tent in order to be effective teachers." 


This indicates then that, in addition to the teaching 
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responsibilities, some of the instructors' time should be 
devoted to developing and/or maintaining clinical competen- 
cies. 

Teacher's Role and Accountability 

Another factor which affects the educator's role is 
that of accountabilty. The nurse educator is professionally 
accountable to the client by preparing competent nurse 
practitioners (Kramer, 1976; Williamson, 1976). Student 
nurses often hold their teachers responsible for the educa- 
tion provided to them. Kramer (1976:115) stresses that: 

Probably the one group of nurses that has consist- 
ently attempted to hold nurse educators accountable for 
the products they prepare is nursing service employers. 

Nurse educators, however, find they are not alone in 
being held accountable for the education provided to their 
students. In The New Teacher, Heath (1973:59) states, 
"Accountability simply means that the educator and school 
are responsible for the learner demonstrating measurable 
achievement following the educational experience." 

Some aspects of the job for which they have little con- 
trol are viewed, by the educators, to impede the teaching- 
learning process. Pine and Boy (1977:228), for example, are 
of the opinion that the demand of accountability for teacher 
performance is contingent upon "externally controlled pre- 
rogatives like pupil-teacher ratios, availability of special 
services, budgets for textbooks, and so on." The Coleman 
Report of 1966, cited in Heath (1973), which precipitated 


the movement toward accountability does not support this 
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premise. The findings of this report determined that the 
Crucial factors occurred in human interaction contexts, 
within authority relations among people. Other factors 
according to Coleman, such as the student's home environ- 
ment, the social composition of the student body, and the 
quality of teachers (quality being contingent upon the rela- 
tionship of teacher to learners) were considered to be the 
critical determinents of educational motivation and achieve- 
ment. Although the teacher is held responsible for the 
students learning, he has little or no control over external 
factors such as home environment. 

Nurse educators have similar concerns (such as faculty 
student ratios) when supervising students in the clinical 
agencies. The concern expressed by teachers regarding 
students home environment is not as critical to the nurse 
educator. However, the clinical agency environment over 
whichmathemnurse teducator toftentihas Mirttleron momcontrolli iis 
viewed as a crucial factor to the learning process. Fry 
(1975:6) paints the following scenario: 

The nurse-educator brings her students to floor X 
for their semester experience during which she encount- 
ers many unforseen difficulties. The head nurse pre- 
tends you are non-existent, and your requests fall on 
deaf ears. The staff are abrasive to your students and 
Veapeat thesopportunity to point. Outs asstudentssmmisc— 
take. The head nurse becomes irate if the nursing 
tasks are not done on time. A judgmental attitude 


Wangs in the salir) and youn Students searem Constantly 
scrutinized. 


In spite of these difficulties, the nurse educator must 
still facilitate the learning process for which she is held 


accountable. Pugh (1976) suggests that nurse educators 
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should, in fact, view their role as that of facilitator and 
helper rather than the old concept of teacher. 

Regardless of all the factors which the teacher faces 
during the school day, according to numerous authors, the 
teacher is accountable to the students for creating a class= 
room (and clinical) environment in which they are encouraged 
to learn. Further, by re-examining the teacher role, Pugh 
(I9769570—55)a@ibelaieves, us “Only: thentiwill’ Svellibemmablewato 
courageously and optimistically interact with the learner in 


a rewarding relationship." 


SUMMARY 


In this chapter theoretical and research literature 
were reviewed in an attempt to provide and develop the back- 
ground for the study. The literature suggested that human- 
ism or humanistic psychology was important in establishing 
facilitative relationships in the educational setting. The 
helping relationship was considered to be equally important 
in both the school system and nursing education. 

The literature also suggested the properties necessary 
to create a humane environment. The importance of "cogni- 
tive" and "affective" elements in education were also dis- 
cussed. 

Facets in the learning environment which either facili- 
tated or created barriers in the development of supportive 


relationships between teachers and pupils, and consequently 
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in the learning process, were identified and discussed. The 
literature also suggested that nurse educators are confront- 
ed with many of the factors confronting teachers in the 
school systems. Nurse educators, however, must be concerned 
with two areas in the learning environment: the classroom 
and clinical practice settings, each with their own unique 
characteristics. 

The characteristics of a humanistic environment were 
extrapolated from the literature. An attempt was made to 
identify those characteristics which were considered to 
foster a humanistic environment. Also, the characteristics 
which were viewed as inhibiting the development of a human- 
istic environment were identified. 

No evidence was found in the literature to support the 
hypothesis that good relationships lead to good care. How- 
ever, the role-model concept was well documented in the 
nursing and general education literature. 

The literature also seemed to indicate that student 
evaluation was an important factor in developing a humane 
environment. This includes student perceptions of which 
factors scontributed Stow orm detractedssirom "al facilitative 
Veacningemi1] teuweeAccountability forsthetstudent séeducation 
Wasmealso reviewed, salong “with £actors “that enhance= sand 


detract from a teacher's responsibility. 
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CHAPTERed Li 
INSTRUMENTATION AND METHODOLOGY 


This chapter contains a description of the instrument 
used in this study and the methods employed to collect and 
analyze the data. The first section discusses the construc- 
tion of a survey questionnaire. The remainder of the chap- 
ter deals with data collection procedure and analysis of the 


data. 
INSTRUMENTATION 


Choice of Instrumentation 

A questionnaire was utilized to collect data for this 
study. Questionnaires are relatively inexpensive and less 
time consuming than other research methods, such as inter- 
view procedures or observation studies. Since the research- 
er is not present during the completion of the question- 
naire, reseacher bias is eliminated and anonymity is assur- 
ed. Also, because the questionnaire offers the best oppor- 
tunitya cCoumanonymity git ise believed Bthate the information 
elicited is most likely to be accurate. The questionnaire, 
entitled Teacher/Student Relationship in Nursing Education, 


was developed for this study from information gathered from 


various sources. 
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Development Of The Instrument 

The development of the research instrument for the pur- 
pose of collecting data involved the modification of quest- 
ionnaires used in previous studies. 

Section A of the questionnaire, designed for the pur- 
pose of collecting personal and professional data, was 
adapted from the Cadman (1977:150-151) instrument titled, 
‘Evaluation of Nursing Instructors." 

Items in Section B of the questionnaire, dealing with 
personal and professional characteristics of the teacher, 
were modified from various sources. Ltens iO Vand 11) from 
the Richardson (1979:228) instrument titled, "Special Pur- 
pose Master's in Nursing Program For Alberta Nurse Educa- 
COLS.= The Rogers (1972:139) instrument titled, "Teacher 
Evaluation Questionnaires for School Principals," provided 
eens tl, elo ols andy 15. Item 18 was obtained from Cadman 
(1977:154). The remainder of the items in this section were 
constructed from ideas obtained from the nursing literature. 

Section C, titled Instructional Related Activities 
contains items 19-25 which were modifed from the Holdaway 
(1978:170-171) study titled, "Satisfaction of Teachers in 
Alberta With Their Work and Working Conditions." The last 
item in this section, #26, was constructed from the writer's 
personal experience in the instructional role. 

The final section, Section D, relating to non-instruc- 
tional activities, was also constructed from the writer's 
experience in the role of nurse educator, as well as experi- 


ences of colleagues which were obtained through discussion. 
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Validation Of The Instrument 

Tnmorder@to.vestablish content @and stace @valadity =the 
pilot questionnaire was distributed to five individuals with 
nursing backgrounds. These individuals were requested to 
review the questionnaire for clarity, format, content and 
length of time for completion. Four of the respondents were 
graduate students in the Department of Educational Admin- 
istration, University of Alberta and were nurse educators 
immediately prior to their student status. The fifth re- 
veiwer was the Chairman, Health Sciences Department, Grant 
MacEwan Community College in Edmonton, Alberta. 

The four graduate student respondents completed all 
sections of the questionnaire and in addition all respond- 
ents wrote comments regarding their reaction to the content, 
appropriateness of items, wording about direction provided 
and length of time for completion. 

The Director - Nursing Education at the Royal Alexandra 
Hospital School of Nursing perused the pilot questionnaire 
and offered verbal comments regarding clarity, content and 
projected completion time. The pilot questionnaire was also 
reviewed by Dr. A.G. Konrad, the researcher's thesis advisor 
in the Department of Educational Administration, University 
of Alberta. 

Responses received from the reviewers resulted in minor 
revisions of the questionnaire. The items were generally 
considered to be appropriate, however, some minor modifica- 


tions were made in directions provided to the respondents. 
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Placement of the response key was also changed on the basis 
of comments received. (nem length) of et messtorssconpletion 
varied from 15 to 20 minutes which was considered to be 
reasonable. After making the necessary changes a final 


draft of the questionnaire was constructed. 


The Instrument 

A copy of the final form of the questionnaire is in- 
cluded in Appendix A. The questionnaire is composed of four 
sections relating to: (1) personal and professional data; 
(2) personal and professional characteristics of teacher; 
(3) instructional related activities; and (4) 
non-instructional activities. 

Section A, Personal and Professional Data, contains the 
following eight variables: type of program, age, highest 
level of education, status and extent of present employment, 
areas of major teaching responsibility, amount of nursing 
work prior to teaching, amount of teaching experience, and 
length of employment. 

Section B, Teacher/Student Relationships includes items 
numbered 9 to 18 which identify personal and professional 
characteristics of the teacher. Respondents were asked to 
indicate their perceptions of the manner in which the ident- 
ified characteristics affected the teacher/student relation- 
ships. Each item was rated two times on a Likert-type 
scale;'as to its perceived. importance -ins facilitating gthe 


relationships, and second as to the extent the character- 
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istic detracted from the relationship. The following res- 


ponse keys were utilized: 


Facilitates Detracts 
1. No importance 1. No extent 
2. Some importance 2. Some extent 
3. Moderate importance 3. Moderate extent 
4. Great importance 4. Great extent 
5. Very great importance 5. Very great extent 


Section C, Instructional Related Activities, utilized 
the same response key. Items 19 through 26 identified items 
of the teaching-learning situation which generally involve 
students. 

In Section D, Non-Instructional Activities, the same 
response key was again used. The? items 827. uthrough #347tin— 
cluded items which involve the teacher's time and are 
related to her work situation, but do not involve student 
eontact. 

Provision was made at the end of the questionnaire for 
comments concerning teacher/student relationships and/or the 
questionnaire itself. 


METHODOLOGY 


Data Collection Procedures 


The questionnaire was distributed to 52 nurses in two 
diploma Schools of Nursing in Edmonton. Prior to the dis- 
tribution of the questionnaire, permission and assistance 


was sought from the senior administrators of the two pro- 


45 


songs Gee * 

nade eceaetet. st 
18 #28 7s nh ° 

crete ed ya spy soaps: trang Ca8¥ ue © 


esstbou vendstieeess fetaloxv “Denti hise vtert i potsve® _ 


d 


emott telt? al a5 dgppett CL ame sl ya iene 
avioend vitespape vip batt wolrtagtie painsto—casiogad 

s es 
@risa std ,Bebitinitoa facoltouweni-ee aeisaes Al 
“ib &€ riebornis TS,’ amezs ak danas guies sev yam. 


eta. hie aiid. a sepoees eit» seteue | is Bd comet te 


edebuse aviovnt ton of. gre \ coker we pxow tort eat 


™~ 


‘oa 


“oh enfedtitoivesyp att ta hos Sif 25 obes egw i c : 
ads ious egivfencits fe. suaida\ tect ond pniniaheos | 2 


+4 


grams. On April 27, 1981, a meeting to explain the nature 
of the study and to request a meeting with the faculty mem- 
Dersesstook= =place’S withe=the™ Chairman, Health Sciences 
Department, Grant MacEwan Community College. The date of 
this meeting coincided with the monthly Health Sciences 
Department meeting scheduled that afternoon. Permission was 
granted to meet with the faculty to explain the study and to 
solicit support for completing the questionnaire. 

On the same date, initial contact was made by phone to 
request a meeting with the Director - Nursing Education, 
Royal Alexandra Hospital School of Nursing. The meeting was 
secheauuledvetor Maysti,.= l9Sl Weto-explain thelb@smudy “ands to 
request a meeting with faculty members of this program. 
Once again, permission was granted and a luncheon meeting 
with faculty members was scheduled for May 22, 1981. on 
both institutions, the senior administrators offered the 
services of the secretaries in the collection of the com- 
pleted questionnaires from their faculty members. 

Meetings with the nurse educators took place April 27 
and May 22, 1981 respectively. At each meeting with the 
faculty members, the nature of the study was explained and 
assurance given regarding confidentiality and anonymity. 
Questions raised were answered. In each instance interest 
in the study was expressed and agreement to participate was 
verbalized. 

Faculty lists were provided by the senior administra- 


tors. Between May 22 and May 29, 1981 questionnaires were 
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either distributed by the secretaries via faculty mailboxes 
or delivered by the researcher. A small percentage of 
questionnaires were mailed to those faculty members who 
would not be present at their place of employment within a 
one week period. A letter accompanying each questionnaire 
explained the purpose of the study and requested each res- 
pondent to return the completed questionnaire in the self- 
addressed envelope which was then to be returned to a desig- 
nated isecretany ingeacheinstitutionssaOfsthes totals s2quies— 
tionnaires distributed 30 were distributed at the Royal 
Alexandra Hospital School of Nursing and 22 were distributed 
to the faculty at Grant MacEwan Community College. 

Of the questionnaires completed, twenty respondents 
elected to return the questionnaire by mail. These were 
added to the remainder of the completed questionnaires which 
were collected from the institutions two and three weeks 
from the time of distribution. In order to avoid identify- 
ingethe institution from which the questionnalresswerescol— 
lected, all questionnaires were placed together with those 
received in the mail. 

On June 12, 1981, a follow up letter was sent to the 
participating nurse educators thanking them for their assis- 
tance, and reminding them to return the completed question- 
naire if they had not already done so. A stamp was included 
with the letter as an incentive to encourage any remaining 
study participants who wished to complete the questionnaire 


to do so as soon as possible. All correspondence is includ- 
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ed in Appendix B. 


A total of forty-three questionnaires or 82.7 percent 


were returned by June 26, 1981. All returns were usable. 


Table 1 summarizes information related to the distribution 


and return of questionnaires. 


DATA ANALYSIS 


The survey instrument was constructed to facilitate key 
punching of the raw data which could then be transferred 
directly to computer data cards. The following statistical 
analysis were utilized in this study. 

ik Frequency and percentage distribution was used to 
describe the personal and professional data. 

Die Ranking of items by means was performed to identi- 
Fyepoth the facilitator profile and detractor profile. 

Bi Differences in perceptions of respondents regard- 
ing the importance of personal and professional characteris- 
tics, instructional and non-instructional activities as 
facilitators and detractors were examined by t-test and one 
way analysis of variance procedures. 

4. Differences in perceptions of respondents regard- 
ing discrepancies between facilitators and detractors and 
importance of personal and professional characteristics, 
instructional and non-instructional activities were examined 
by t-test and one-way analysis of variance procedures. 


eo Open-ended responses were classified and summariz-— 


ed. 
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Table 1 


Distribution And Return Of Questionnaires 


Questionnaires 
School of Nursing DisteLoucvon Return 
N S 
Royal Alexandra Hospital 30 24 80 
Grant MacEwan Community College 22 59 86.4 
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SUMMARY 


A questionnaire was used for the collection of data for 
this study. Questions concerning personal and professional 
Characteristics, and instructional and non-instructional 
activities were included in the questionnaire. All nurse 
educators in two diploma Schools of Nursing were included in 
this study. 

Data were analyzed to provide frequency distributions, 


means, One-way analysis of variance and t tests. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 


This chapter describes the findings of the study. The 
initial section, dealing with the personal and professional 
data, provides a profile of the respondents. Subsequent 
sections discuss the respondents' perceptions of the 
importance of the questionnaire items as facilitators or 
detractors to the teacher/student relationship in the three 
major areas: personal and professional, instructional 
related activities, and non-instructional activities. The 


final section presents a summary of the chapter. 


PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL DATA PROFILE 


The nurse educators were requested to respond to eight 
questions regarding personal and professional data. Infor- 
mation concerning place of employment, age, level of educa- 
tion, status and extent of employment, major teaching 
responsibility, amount of nursing work prior to teaching, 
amount of teaching experience, and length of present employ- 
ment was obtained. Table 2 presents the frequency and per- 
centage distributions that summarize the responses to the 


eight items. 
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Table 2 


Frequency And Percentage Distribution For Personal 
And Professional Data 


=—aooo——————_——_—_—_—_—_—=—— 
TT —— 


Data Frequency Percent* 


—_—_—_———— ee — 


Present Program 


College 58) 44.2 
Hospital 24 Syste} 
AGE 

41 and over 5 2059 
36 - 40 iz Y29 58) 
319835 did 2590 
30 and under ea Pees) 


bevelrofeeducation 


Masters u 2a3 
Baccalaureate oo 81.4 
R.N. + Post Basic Diploma 6 14.0 
R.N. ib 213 


Type of Employment 


75 - 100% Temporary 3 730 
75 = 100% Permanent 31 T2EL 
O - 74% Temporary S uPahesy/ 
O - 74% Permanent 5 TF M®) 


a —————— 
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Table 2 (continued) 


Data Frequency Peveent 


————$——————— eases 


Major Teaching Responsibility 


Classroom only 5 P76 
Clinical 16 Ot ee 
Both 22 BS ta2 


Wears yof Nursing Prior to Teaching 


5 years or more 16 Si pee 
3-4 years 10 23.3 
2 years or less 7, Se )igfa) 


Years of Teaching Experience 


9 years or more ib) 44.2 
3-8 years pts) 34.9 
2 years or less 2 DOR 


Length of Present Employment 


7 year or more 15 34.9 
3-6 years 14 3256 
1-2 years i 16m 
less than 1 year 7 Los 


ee 


* Where totals do not equal 100% error due to rounding. 
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Place of Employment 


Table 2 shows that of the 43 respondents in the survey 
24 or 55.8 percent were employed in a hospital diploma 
program. The remaining 19 respondents or 44.2 percent were 


employed in a college diploma program. 


Age 

Table 2 indicates that an equal number of the respond- 
ents were 30 and younger and between 31 and 35. These groups 
comprised 25.6 percent each of the total group. Therefore, 
slightly more than one half (51.2%) of the respondents were 
35 years of age or younger. The greatest percentage (27.9%) 
were in the age group 36-40 years, with the smallest 


percentage (20.9%) occurring in the 41 and over age group. 


Level of Education 

The majority of the respondents (81.4%) indicated a 
baccalaureate degree as their highest level of education. 
The number of nurses prepared at the Master's level (2.3%) 
and R.N. diploma level (2.3%) comprised the smallest group. 
Although the majority of the respondents had a baccalaureate 
degree, 6 or 14 percent. indicated they shadsia_post-=basic 
diploma in addition to their R.N. diploma. This study in- 
cluded the perceptions held by all nurse educators in the 


survey. 


Type of Employment 


As shown in Table 2, the majority of the respondents 


54 


-tasgess ade to zsdmud: Leaps de vets esreoisak & 
aduozy suedT ,f& Das fe caseded ins Tspruey hips oe 
fenreset?T .gheio tetor eift to te8o shisoseg 3.2 
stay asnehriogaen - att 16 ($2>t2) tind eho gems epee 4 
(#e@ 05) sustnssteq +eo4none ed? .tepapey 70 win ta 
gaelteta sas datw faba ORE yecty 70 ort 


7 ; - : 
quate 266 I4¥0 D065 Th sxe wi paitioore (ze ost 


19156 

& bheoedtedt (de. Fe) ajnebncaes't 6f3 || Fa! oie 
qoieebnbs %% Level gasdply Teds 46 osupeb ¢ 
(REL) fevel e'astesM an? 28 bersqe1e asarun tO - 

: > 7 

orp deelisme oft Deseisqnos (#£.5) favel nine bia 

ataetusleoosd se bet esashnogest | git to yal 29nain | poets L. 
obend-ta0q & fed yaitt betsotbat trenteg &t nee 
-t VEdws araT .amolgib .MyA atadt of nosnee 
aay wt #otesnbs season De 4 a filer. ano tye = 

ror, 


(72.1%) were employed in a full-time permanent position. 
The remainder of the nurse educators surveyed were employed 
on a temporary or part-time basis (18.7%) or permanent part 


time basis (7%). 


Areas of Major Teaching Responsibility 

Table 2 shows that 37.2 percent of the respondents in- 
dicated clinical instruction as their major area of respon- 
sibility, while classroom instructors (11.6%) comprised the 
smallest group. However, slightly more than one half of the 
respondents (51.2%) were employed in both classroom and 
Gilinveal instruceion,. The fact that the majority of the 
respondents had teaching responsibilites in both areas might 
have an effect on their responses regarding the teacher/ 
student relationship since they interact with students in 
two different educational settings. It is generally believ- 
ed that nurse educators who are in both the classroom and 
Clinical practice area are likely to have more contact with 


students. 


Years of Nursing Prior to Teaching 

An almost equal proportion of nurse “educators had =2 
years or less (39.52) or 5 years on more (37.2%) of nursing 
WOLKIDE LON «tO eCeachiing. The remainder of the respondents 
(23.3%) indicated they had 3 to 4 years of nursing experi- 
ence prior to becoming nurse educators. However, slightly 
more than one third of the respondents worked 5 years or 
more in general nursing before embarking on a _ teaching 


Career, whereas approximately two-thirds or 62.8 percent 
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had 4 years or less nursing experience. It appears, there- 
fore, that the decision to teach rather than practice nurs- 


ing was made relatively early in the career of the nurse 


educator. 


Amount of Teaching Experience in Nursing Education 

Table 2 shows that 44.2 percent of the respondents 
indicated they had 9 years or more experience as nurse edu- 
cators. Approximately 34.9 percent indicated they had been 
teaching 3 to 8 years, while 20.9 percent stated they had 2 
years or less experience as nurse educators. Apparently, 
once the nurse has made the decision to teach she appears to 


remain in nursing education. 


BenginyoLr Present Employment 

Table 2 reveals an equal number of respondents (16.3%) 
had 1 to 2 years, or less than one year's service in their 
present employment. An almost equal number indicated they 
were employed 3 to 6 years (32.6%) or 7 years or more 
(34.9%) in their present place of work. The majority of the 
respondents (67.5%) were employed in their present place of 
work for 3 years or more. These nurse educators should, 
therefore, be fairly knowledgeable in their nurse educator 


role, as well as being familiar with all facets of the posi- 


SION: 


FACILITATORS AND DETRACTORS OF TEACHER/STUDENT RELATIONSHIP 


Respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of 
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the level of importance of items in facilitating the 
teacher/student relationship or detracting from the rela- 
tionship in three major areas: personal and professional, 
instructional related activities, and non-instructional 
activities. Ranking of items by means was utilized to 
idenrrtyemtboth Ptheetfacalitatometprofilemandmee detractor 
profile. 

This section identifies and discusses the three items 
in each section which were perceived as having the greatest 
effect and the three items considered to have the least 
effect on the teacher/student relationship. 

The final section discusses the overall facilitator 


profile and detractor profile. 


Sub-problem 1 

What personal and professional characteristics do nurse 
educators perceive as facilitating teacher/student relation- 
ship? 

Respondents were invited to indicate the importance of 
personal and professional characteristics in facilitating 
the teacher/student relationship. Table 3 Gontains @the 
means and rank order of means showing the perceived import- 
ance of each item. 

The three items ranked as having the greatest import- 
ance in facilitating the teacher/student relationship were: 

£y Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values to be 
developed by student. (Mean = 4.63) 


13. Concern for each student as a person.(Mean = 4.61) 
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Table 3 


Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on 


Importance of Personal and Professional Characteristics 


TOR 


Hs 


to Facilitating Teacher/Student Relationship 


Item 


Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values to 


be developed by student. 
Concern for each student as a person. 


Welcomes and respects differences of 
opinion. 


Regarded with respect by students. 


Regarded as loyal and dependable by 
students. 


Provides for meeting student group needs. 


Shares thinking with students. 


Concerned with students character 
development. 


Emphasizes learning about mutually 


satisfying teacher/student relationships. 


Stresses counselling to assist student. 


Mean 


4.63 


4.61 


4.40 


4.26 


4.19 


4.16 


10 
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17. Welcomes and respects differences of opinion. 


(Mean = 4.40) 

Items which ranked lowest in importance in the opinions 
of the respondents were: 

ll. Stresses counselling to assist students. (Mean = 
3219: 

10. Emphasizes learning about mutually satisfying 
teacher/student relationships. (Mean = 3.62) 

12. Concerned with students character development. 
(Mean = 3.79) 

As indicated in Table 3 all ten items in this section 
were perceived by the respondents to have moderate to very 
great importance in facilitating the teacher/student rela- 
tionship. 

Sixes Offethe stent atemsisin thisy section were, in fact, 
perceived as having great or very great importance in facil- 
itating the teacher/student relationship, while the remain- 
ing four items were perceived as having moderate importance. 
It appears that nurse educators perceive the area of pesonal 
and professional characteristics is of value to relation- 
ships with students. 

Sub-problem 2 

Which personal and professional characteristics are 
perceived by nurse educators as detracting from the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

Respondents were requested to indicate the degree to 


which personal and professional characteristics detracted 
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from the teacher/student relationship. 

Table 4 summarizes the means and rank order of means 
showing the degree to which each item was perceived as 
detracting from the relationship. 

The three items ranked as detracting to the greatest 
extent were: 


16. Regarded with respect by students. (Mean = 2.10) 


ll. Stresses counselling to assist students. (Mean 


2202) 


14. Provides for meeting student group needs (Mean 
Ze 02) 

The items which ranked as detracting to the least 
extent were: 

10. Emphasizes learning about mutually satisfying 
teacher/student relationship. (Mean = 1.77) 

13. Concern for each student as a person. (Mean = 
i331) 

15. Regarded as loyal and dependable by students. 
(Mean = 1.88) 

All the items, as shown in Table 4, were perceived as 
detracting only to some extent from the teacher/student 
relationship. itwnappeacse that, mugusess cducatorsi perceive 
personal and professional characteristics of the teacher to 
have little or no effect in detracting from the relationship 


between teacher and student. 
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Table 4 


Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on 
Extent to Which Personal and Professional Characteristics 


Detract From The Teacher/Student Relationship 


Item 


16. Regarded with respect by students. 
11. Stresses counselling to assist student. 
14. Provides for meeting student group needs. 


9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values t 
be developed by student. 


17. Welcomes and respects differences of 
@pinion-. 


12. Concerned with students character 
development. 


18. Shares thinking with students. 


15. Regarded as loyal and dependable by 
students. 


13. Concern for each student as a person. 


10. Emphasizes learning about mutually 
satisfying teacher/student relationship. 


* Indicates tied ranks 
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Sub-problem 3 


Whats facets “of s instructional activiticsemol mnursing 
education are perceived as facilitating the teacher/student 
relationship? 

The survey participants were requested to indicate the 
rmportances ofsinstructional @activitiese inmftacilitating the 
teacher/student relationship. The means and rank order of 
means showing the perceived importance of each item are 
eontainedvin’ Table 5. 

The three items ranked as most important in facilitat- 
ing the teacher/student relationship were: 

254 Bolzesof joroup pine clinicaleviinstruction: (Mean = 
4.67) 

20. Student contact hours available to assist individ- 
ual students. (Mean = 4.05) 

24. Size of classes in classroom instruction. (Mean = 
A022) 

The three items which ranked as having least importance 


to the relationship were: 


23. Time spent correcting assignments per week. (Mean 
e222) 

26. Time spent on curriculum planning meetings. (Mean 
= 2.77) 

19. Hours of classroom teaching per week. (Mean = 
Sele) 


As indicated in Table 5, six of the eight items in this 
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Table 5 


Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on 
Impertance of Instructional Related Activities to 


Facilitating Teacher/Student Realtionship 


Item 
DUZewOLSGroUp ineclinical instruction. 
Student contact hours available to 


assist individual students. 


Size of classes in classroom instruction. 
Hours of clinical teaching per week. 
Preparation time available during work- 


day. 


Hours of classroom teaching per week. 


Time spent on curriculum planning 
meetings. 


Time spent correcting assignments per 
week. 
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section were perceived as having moderate to very great 
importance in facilitating the teacher/student relationship. 
It appears that nurse educators perceived only two of the 
eight instructional items to having less than a moderate 
degree of importance to the relationship. 

Sub-problem 4 

Whatweiacets Ploft “nstructi onalitactivitivesmaon nursing 
education are perceived as detracting from the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

The survey participants were requested to indicate the 
degree to which instructional activities detracted from the 
teacher/student relationship. 

Table 6 indicates the means and rank order of means of 
the items to the extent that the items detract from the 
teacher/student relationship. 

The three items perceived as detracting to the greatest 


extent were: 


25ST ZemOTAIGrOUpIInuclinical@ instmnuction. (Mean = 
eel A) 

24. Size of classes in clinical instruction. (Mean = 
326) 

26. Time spent on curriculum planning meetings. (Mean 
= 2.77) 


Those three items which were perceived as detracting to 
the least extent were: 
21. Hours of clinical teaching per week. (Mean = 2.12) 


20. Student contact hours available to assist 
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Table 6 


Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on 
Extent to Which Instructional Related Activities 


Detract From Teacher/Student Relationship 


Zou otzZemOL eg cLoup in Clinicaleinstructions: 


24. Size of classes in classroom instruction. 2 

26. Time spent on curriculum planning 3 
meetings. 

23. Time spent correcting assignments per 4 
week. 

22. Preparation time available during work- 5 
day. 

19. Hours of classroom teaching per week. 6m 4 

20. Student contact hours available to 685% 
assist individual students. 

2ieuouts Of Cclinicalsteaching per week. 8 


* Indicates tied ranks. 
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individual students. (Mean = 2.19) 

19. Hours of classroom teaching per week. (Mean = 
2109) 

Aseindicated@in! Tablero, six of thesergniteitemseinethis 
section were perceived as detracting only to some extent 
from the teacher/student relationship. Only two of eight 
instructional items were perceived as detracting to a great 
Sx Centmirnomethe srelationsnip-. Apparently class and group 
Sizes Nis) of concern to educators ) in ~sfacilitating a 
relationship with students. 

Sub-problem 5 

Which tasks of the non-instructional activities in 
nursing education are perceived as facilitating the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

Respondents were invited to indicate the importance of 
non-instructional activities in facilitating the teacher/ 
student relationship. Table 7 contains the means and rank 
order of means showing the perceived importance of each 
item. 

The three items which were perceived as having the most 
importance in facilitating teacher/student relationship 
were: 

Sales Time spent establishing rapport with staff in 
Clinical area. (Mean = 3.95) 

24. Time spent preparing for clinical assignments. 
(Mean = 3.74) 


32. Time spent communciating with supervisory person- 
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Table 7 


Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on 


Importance of Non-Instructional Activities to 


Facilitating Teacher/Student Relationship 


Item 


Time spent establishing rapport with 
Sctatiatneclinicalwares, 


Time spent preparing for clinical 
assignments. 


Time spent communicating with supervisor 
personnel in clinical area. 

Time spent on teaching aids. 

Time spent in faculty meetings. 

Time spent in faculty committee work. 


Time spent on clerical activities. 


Time spent preparing for committee 
meetings. 
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nel in clinical area. (Mean = 3.40) 

The three items perceived as having the least amount of 
importance to the relationship were: 

33. Time spent preparing for committee meetings. 
(Mean = 1.91) 

27. Time spent on clerical activities. (Mean = 205) 

29. Time spent in faculty committee work. (Mean = 
Deol) 

Table 7 indicates only three of the eight items in this 
section were perceived to have great importance in facil- 
itating the teacher/student relationship. It appears that 
nurse educators perceived the remaining five non-instruc- 
tionaleitems tothave little or no importance in Ltacilitating 
the relationship between between teacher and student. 
Sub-problem 6 

Which tasks of the non-instructional activities in 
nursing education are perceived as detracting from the 
teacher/student relationship? 

Respondents were invited to indicate the degree to 
which non-instructional activities detracted from the 
teacher/student relationship. Table 8 presents the means 
and rank order of means showing the extent the items 
detracted from the relationship. 

The three items which were perceived as detracting to 
the greatest extent were: 

27. Time spent on clerical activities. (Mean = 3.14) 


29. Time spent in faculty committee work. (Mean = 
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Table 8 


Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on 
Extent to Which Non-Instructional Activities 


Detract From Teacher/Student Relationship 


Time spent on clerical activities. 


Time spent in faculty committee work. 


Time spent in faculty meetings. 


Time spent on teaching aids. 


Time spent preparing for committee 
meetings. 


Time spent preparing for clinical 
assignments. 


Time spent establishing rapport with 
Stabtiiin cClanicalaanrea’. 


Time spent communicating with supervisory 
personnel in clinical area. 
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2 oy) 
30. Time spent in faculty meetings. (Mean = 2.64) 
In the opinion of the respondents, the three items per- 


ceived as detracting to the least extent from the teacher/ 


student relationship were: 


32. Time spent communicating with supervisory person- 
nel in clinical area. (Mean = 1.65) 

Clr. Time ~spent establishing rapport with os tatt in 
Clinical area. (Mean = 1.79) 

34. Time spent preparing for clinical assignments. 


(Mean = 1.95) 

Table 8 shows that nurse educators perceived only one 
of the eight items in this section as detracting to a moder- 
ate extent from the teacher/student relationship. Indeed, 
seven of the eight non-instructional items were perceived as 
having little or no affect in detracting from the relation- 


ship between teacher and student. 


Overall Level of Importance of Facilitator Profile 

In order to clearly identify those items which were 
perceived to have the greatest and least importance in 
facilitating the teacher/student relationship an overall 
summary of the facilitator profile was prepared. This sec- 
tion discusses those items which the respondents perceived 
as having the most importance: in faciditating the teacher / 
student relationships. 


Table 9 contains a summary of the means and rank order 
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Table 9 


Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses 


Overall Importance of Items to Facilitating 


Teacher/Student Relationship 


ESSE 


9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values t 
be developed by student 


10. Emphasizes learning about mutually 
satisfying teacher/student relationships. 


11. Stresses counselling to assist student. 
12. Concerned with students character devel- 
opment. 


13. Concern for each student as a person. 


14. Provides for meeting student group needs. 


15. Regarded as loyal and dependable by 
students. 


16. Regarded with respect by students. 
17. Welcomes and respects differences of 
opinion. 


18. Shares thinking with students. 
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Instructional Related Activities 
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Table 9 (Continued) 


Hours of classroom teaching per week. 
Student contact hours available to 
assist individual students. 

Hours of clinical teaching per week. 
Preparation time available during work- 
day. 


Time spent correcting assignments per 
week. 


Size Oofeclasses in “classroommnstruction. 


Size ofMqroupeineclinicalginstnuction. 


Time spent on curriculum planning 
meetings. 
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Table 9 (Continued) 


Rank 
Item Order 
Non-Instructional Activities 
27. Time spent on clerical activities. 25 
28. Time spent on teaching aids. oe 
29. Time spent in faculty committee work. 24 
30. Time spent in faculty meetings. 23 
31. Time spent establishing repport with 1 
staff in clinical area. 
32. Time spent communicating with supervisor Ly, 
personnel in clinical area. 
33. Time spent preparing for committee 26 
meetings. 
34a) Timerspent. preparing for clinical 14 


assignments. 
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of means of each item. The five items ranked as having most 
importance to facilitating the teacher/student relationship 


were: 


255 Size of group in clinical instuction. (Mean = 


9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values to be 
developed by student. (Mean = 4.63) 

ike Concern for each student as a person. (Mean = 
4.61) 

7s Welcomes and respects differences of opinion. 
(Mean = 4.40) 

16. Regarded with respect by students. (Mean = 4.26) 

The five items which ranked lowest in importance in the 
Opinions of the respondents were: 

Ba Time spent preparing for committee meetings. 
(Mean = 1.91) 

27. Time spent on clerical activities. (Mean = 2:05) 


29: Time spent in faculty committee work. (Mean = 


30. Time spent in faculty meetings. | (Mean = 2.33) 

28. Time spent on teaching aids. (Mean = 2.51) 

Of the 26 items listed, ten items were rated as having 
HGreatwe or "Very Great importance eines facilitatingeea 
teacher/student relationship. A total of seven items were 
of "Some Importance" or "No Importance." 

The item which was rated as most important related to 


the area of instructional activities while the four remain- 
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ing items which rated in the top five related to the area of 
personal and professional characteristics. It would appear 
that the respondents perceived personal and professional 
characteristics as the most important items in facilitating 
the teacher/student relationships. Since these items appear 
to relate to humanism, 1t would seem that’ these are “the 
areas most valued by the nurse educators. However, the 
"size of group in clinical instruction," where the instruc- 
tor generally has a closer relationship with students, was 
perceived to be of greatest importance in facilitating 
teacher/student relationships. 

According to the respondents, the five items which con- 
tributed the least to facilitating teacher/student relation- 
ships were in the area of non-instructional activities. In 
the opinion of the nurse educators, time spent in meetings 
or activities which did not involve student contact, were 


not perceived as facilitating a relationship with students. 


Overall Level of Importance of Detractor Profile 

In order to more clearly identify those items which 
were perceived 18(8) detract from... the teacher/student 
relationship to the greatest or least extent, an overall 
summary of the detractor profile is presented in Table 10. 
In this section those items which were perceived as having 
the most and least importance in detracting from _ the 
teacher/ student relationship are discussed. 


The five items ranked as detracting to the greatest 
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Personal and Professional Characteristics 
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Table 10 


Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses 
Overall Extent That Items Detract From 


Teacher/Student Relationship 


——$—$—$$ 
——$—$—$——SS— oo 


Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values t 
be developed by student 


Emphasizes learning about mutually 
satisfying teacher/student relationships. 


Stresses counselling to assist student. 
Concerned with students character devel- 
opment. 


Concern for each student as a person. 
Provides for meeting student group needs. 
Regarded as loyal and dependable by 


students. 


Regarded with respect by students. 
assignments. 


Welcomes and respects differences of 
opinion. 


Shares thinking with students. 


* Indicates tied ranks 
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Table 10 (Continued) 


ee 


Item 


Instructional Related Activities 


19. Hours of classroom teaching per week. Dla 

20. Student contact hours available to Mak - hays 
assist individual students. 

21. Hours of clinical teaching per week. ies) 

22. Preparation time available during work- 10 
day. 

23. Time spent correcting assignments per 7 
week. 

24. Size of classes in classroom instruction. 2 

25751276 OfegroupeinecHinical@instruction. il 

26. Time spent on curriculum planning 5 


meetings. 


* Indicates tied ranks 
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Table 10 (Continued) 


Item Order 


Non-Instructional Activities 


27% 


28. 


20 


30. 


Silke 


32. 


Sie 


34. 


Time spent on clerical activities. 3 
Time spent on teaching aids. 8 
Time spent in faculty committee work. 4 
Time spent in faculty meetings. 6 
Time spent establishing rapport with 24 
Soa piel nec lui Cale ated. 

Time spent communicating with supervisor 26 
personnel in clinical area. 

Time spent preparing for committee 9 
meetings. 

Time spent preparing for clinical Ibs ys 39 


assignments. 


* Indicates tied ranks 
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extent from the teacher/student relationship were: 


25. Size of group in clinical instruction. (Mean = 
3a 4) 

24. Size of classes in classroom instruction. (Mean = 
Br26) 

27. Time spent on clerical activities. (Mean = 3.14) 

29. Time spent in faculty committee work. (Mean = 
2795) 

26. Time spent on curriculum planning meetings. (Mean 
=@2°717) 


The five items which were perceived as detracting the 


least from the teacher/student relationship were: 


32. Time spent communicating with supervisory person- 
nel in clinical area. (Mean = 1.65) 
10. Emphasizes learning about mutually satisfying 


teacher/student relationship. (Mean = 1.77) 

31. Time spent establishing rapport with staff in 
clinical area. (Mean = 1.79) 

13. Concern for each student as a person. (Mean = 
ie 1) 

15. Regarded as loyal and dependable by students. 
(Mean = 1.88) 

In the opinion of the nurse educators, student body 
size in both classroom and clinical area was considered to 
greatly detract from establishing a facilitative relation- 
ship. Time spent in meetings and other activities which did 


not include students was perceived to moderately detract 
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from the relationship. 

According to the respondents of the five items which 
were perceived as affecting the teacher/student relationship 
to the least extent, three were from the personal and 
professional area. The remainder of the five items were 
contained in the area of non-instructional activities. 

Of the 26 items listed, only three items were rated as 
detracting to a "Moderate ExXtents@forms.Greateextente. The 
remaining 23 items were perceived by nurse educators as 
detracting to “Some Extent" or "No Extent" rromathe teacher/ 
student relationship. Clearly the majority of the items 
were perceived as detracting from the relationship very 


silaqnoly. 


Sub-problem 7 

To what extent do personal and professional data of 
age, teaching experience, general nursing experience prior 
to teaching, educational preparation, and place, extent and 
status of employment affect the perceptions of respondents 
regarding the facilitators and detractors in the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

Respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of 
the level of importance selected personal and professional 
Gatamhad in facilitating the teacher/student relationship or 
Sneedetracting “frome sthe relationship. Thebastabistical 
procedures of one-way analysis of variance and t-tests were 


used to test statistical differences in their perceptions. 
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One-way analysis of variance is generally considered to 
be an appropriate statistical technique in a situation when 
interval data are available from more than two groups of 
respondents. However, where the data are drawn from two 
groups, the t-test is considered to be an appropriate stat- 
istical technique. 

This section identifies and discusses those items in 


which statistically significant mean differences occurred. 


Personal and Professional Data as Facilitators 

Age. Table 1l presents the findings of the perceived 
importance of items to facilitating the teacher/student 
relationship on the basis of age. All instructors who were 
31 years of age or older perceived that “time spent on cur- 
riculum planning meetings," which appears in instructional 
activities, facilitated the teacher's relationships with her 
students more than did those instructors who were 30 years 
of age or younger. Those instructors who were between the 
ages of 36 and 40 perceived that "time spent in faculty com- 
mittee work," from the area of non-instructional activities, 
facilitated thes selationshnip to a greater degree: than did 
those who were between the ages of 21 to 30. One might 
assume that nurse educators who were older had also been 
teaching longer and therefore viewed time spent on activi- 
ties which did not include students could still positively 
affect teacher/student relationships. 


However, on all remaining items, age did not affect the 
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perceived importance of the facilitators on the teacher/ 
student relationship. 

Major teaching responsibility. Table 12 shows the 
degree of importance of items in facilitating the relation- 
ship between teacher and students on the basis of major 
teaching area. Those nurse educators who taught in both 
clinical and classroom areas perceived that "concern with 
students character development" had a greater importance in 
facilitating the teacher/student relationship than did 
nurses who taught only in the clinical area. This finding 
is not surprising since nurse educators are concerned with 
socializing the student into the role of nurse where 
specific behaviors and attitudes are often considered essen- 
tial for a nurse to possess. It appears that only one item, 
from the area of personal and professional characteristics, 
was Significant. All remaining items did not affect the 
perceived importance of facilitators in the teacher/student 
relationship when considering major teaching responsibility. 

Nursing work prior to teaching. Table 13 shows that 
instructors who had two years or less nursing experience 
prior to teaching placed more importance on "time spent on 
teaching aids" as facilitating the teacher/student relation- 
ship than those instructors who had 3 to 4 years nursing 
work prior to teaching. Perhaps those instructors who had 
been teaching longer had most of their teaching aids prepar- 
ed previously, therefore, placed less value to this item. 


This item, from the area of non-instructional activities, 
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was the only item to be perceived as significant by the 
nurse educators. On all remaining items, however, nursing 
work prior to teaching was not perceived as important in 
facilitating the relationship between teacher and student. 

Teaching experience. The five items which showed 
statistically significant mean differences in their perceiv- 
ed effect as facilitators on the teacher/student relation- 
ship on the basis of amount of teaching experience in nurs- 
ing education are shown in Table 14. Instructors who had 
the most teaching experience (9 years or more) perceived 
Significantly greater importance to the item "concern for 
each student as a person," from the area personal and 
professional characteristics, than did the group who had the 
least teaching experience (2 years or less). 

Group 2, those instructors who had 3 to 8 years teach- 
ing experience, perceived that the item "student contact 
hours available to assist individual students," which 
appears in the instructional activities section, was of 
greater importance in facilitating the teacher/student rela- 
tionship than did instructors with two “or fewer years Jof 
experience. 

Table 14 also shows instructors who had 3 years or more 
experience in teaching, perceived the items of "time spent 
establishing rapport with staff in clinical area" and "time 
spent preparing for clinical assignments," both from the 
non-instructional area, contributed more to facilitating the 


teacher/student relationship than those instructors with two 
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years or less teaching experience. One can wonly =speculace 
that the role of teacher is relatively new to instructors 
with 2 years or less teaching experience and therefore they 
may not be totally familiar with all aspects of the position 
which might affect teacher/student relationships. 

Those instructors with the most teaching experience 
ailsq percetved| that the “time spent communciating Swith 
Supervisory personnel in. the clinical area," also from the 
non-instructional area, was of greater importance to facili- 
tating the relationship between teacher and student than the 
instructors with the least teaching experience. 

It appears that the instructors with the least amount 
of teaching experience perceived the five items in this sec- 
tion had less importance to the teacher/student relationship 
than did the instructors who had more teaching experience. 

Length of present employment. Seven, items had statis=— 
tically significant mean differences when the instructors 
indicated their perceptions of the items as facilitators on 
the teacher/student relationship on the basis of length of 
present employment according to Table 15. Of the seven 
items presented, the first shown was from the area Of per-— 
SOnal and professional characteristics. The remaining six 
items in this section appear in the non-instructional area. 

Nurse educators who had the longest tenure in their 
present employment (7 years or more) perceived that “concern 
for each student as a person" had greater importance to the 


teacher/student relationship than did the educators who were 
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in their present place of employment less than 1 year. = = 1oOw- 
ever, all instructors perceived this activity as having 
gtedt™ or very great’ importance® "ito facilitating =the 
teacher/student relationship. Instructors who were in their 
present employment 1 to 2 years perceived "time spent on 
teaching aids" was of greater importance as facilitator than 
dtee unose instructors —with | less: thans one sycagealnestnel. 
present employment. 

The nurse educators who were in their place of employ- 
ment 1 to 2 years or 7 years or more perceived that "time 
spent in faculty committee work" was more important to 
facilitating the teacher/student relationship than did those 
instructors who were employed for the shortest time (less 
than one year) in their present employment. 

Table 15 shows that the instructors who were in their 
present employment 1 to 2 years perceived that "time spent 
tie faculty meetings  nadsqreater Amportance to) taculitating 
a relationship between teacher and student, than did those 
instructors with less than one year in their present employ- 
ment. 

Nurse educators with 3 to 6 years in their present 
employment perceived that the items "time spent establishing 
rapport with staff" and "communicating with supervisory 
personnel in the clinical area" was of greater importance 
than those instructors with less than one year in their 


present employment in facilitating the teacher/student rela- 


tionship. 
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Table 15 also shows that the instructors who were in 
their place of employment 3 years or more indicated they 
perceived that "time spent preparing for clinical 
assignments" was more important in facilitating the 
relationship between teacher and student than did those 
instructors with less than one year in their present 
employment. 

The instructors with least amount of time (less than 
one year) indicated they perceived all the items in the 
Section or non-instructional activities: tor pnave sless 
importance in facilitating the teacher/student relationship 
than did all other instructors. Perhaps these findings are 
due to the fact they were not familiar with all activities 
of the teacher role. Apparently, no item from _ the 
instructional area had an effect on the perceived importance 
of facilitator on the “teacher/student relationship on the 
basis of length of employment. 

Program. Table 16 shows the two items which had 
Statistically significant “mean difterencess petweens tne stwa 
programs surveyed in this study. Thessinstructors sins che 
hospital program ascribed greater importance to "concern 
with the students character development" in facilitating the 
teacher/ student relationship than did the instructors 
teaching in the college program. They anstructors anesthe 
college program, however, ascribed greater importance for 
"Goncern for each student as a person" as a facilitator for 


the teacher/student relationship than did instructors 
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in the hospital program. Both of these items appear in the 
area Of personal and professional characteristics. ae 
appears that both programs are concerned about students as 
inatvaduals:. However, on all remaining items, program did 
not affect the perceived importance of the facilitators on 
the teacher/student relationship. 

bevel Sof Beducation. Table 17 shows that those 
instructors who did not have a degree beyond the registered 
nurse level of preparation ascribed greater importance to 
"emphasizes learning about mutually satisfying 
teacher/student relationships," appearing in the area of 
personal and professional characteristics, as a facilitator 
of the relationship between teacher and student than did 
those nurse educators who had a university degree in 
addition to the diploma level of education. Possibly, the 
nurse educators who had attended university had undertaken 
studies dealing with teacher/ student relationships and 
therefore placed less importance on this item. 

All other items, however, did not affect the perceived 
importance of the facilitators on the teacher/student rela- 
tionshvp,= when fconsidered on thes basis of level) or “educa— 
GLOn: 

Status of employment. Table 18 indicates that nurse 
educators who had permanent status ascribed greater import- 
ance to the instructional related activity of "student con- 


tact hours available to assist individual students" as a 
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facilitator than did those instructors who were employed in 
a temporary capacity. Possibly the nurse educators who were 
employed in a permanent capacity felt more involved in the 
education program than did those employed in a temporary 
Capacity. The remaining items apparently did not affect the 
perceiveds impomtance of the, facilitators on the basis sof 
status of employment. 

Extent of employment. Table 19 illustrates that the 
nurse educators who were employed part-time placed greater 
importance on the personal and professional characteristic 
of "provides for meeting student group needs" than did those 
nurse educators employed ina full-time capacity. Possibly, 
the nurse educators employed on a part-time basis had limit- 
ed contact time with students and therefore placed more 
importance on meeting group needs. However, on all the 
remaining items, extent of einployment did not affect the 
perceived importance of the facilitators on the teacher/ 


student relationship. 


Personal and Professional Data as Detractors 

Age. Table 20 indicates that the instructors who were 
SitomoSe years’ Of age perceivedmthe Witempot Giempliasizes 
learning about mutually satisfying teacher/student relation- 
ships," which is in the personal and professional character- 
istic area, detracted to a greater extent from the teacher / 
student relationship than did all the other instructors. 


Tnetructors who were 31) to 35 years of ~age also per— 
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ceived that the item, from the area of non-instructional 
activities, of "time) spent in faculty committee’ work" 
detracted from the teacher/student relationship to a greater 
extent than did those instructors who were 41 years of age 
On older. 

The remainder of the items did not affect the perceived 
extent Of importance of the detractors on the basis of age. 


Major teaching responsibility. The three items which 


showed "statistically significant mean differences in their 
perceived effect as detractors on the teacher/student rela- 
tionship on the basis of major teaching responsibility 
appear in Table 21. The first two items appeared in the 
personal and professional characteristics while the third 
Ltem came g@irom ‘the @section “of instructionaly sactuvitics: 
Table 21 indidates..that..instructors. whose -majop area of 
teaching was in the clinical area perceived that being 
"regarded as loyal and dependable by students" detracted 
from the relationship between teacher and student to a 
greater extent than did those instructors who taught in the 
classroom. The clinical teachers also perceived that being 
Uregarded with erespect by istudents | detracteds oOo amgreater 
extent from the teacher/ student relationsip than did the 
classroom teachers. Possibly. clinie~aaesinsenuctousmmare 
concerned with the care provided to clients as well as their 
students which might account for these findings. The 
instructors who taught in both classroom and clinical areas 


perceived that the “hours of classroom teaching per week" 
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detracted to .,a greater extent from the teacher/student 
relationship than did those instructors who taught only in 
thes clinical ‘area. This finding is to be expected since 
clinical teachers do not teach in the classroom. 

Of the three items identified as having statistically 
significant mean differences the instructors who taught only 
in the classroom area perceived the two items from the 
personal and professional characteristic section as detract- 
ing to a lesser extent from the teacher/student relationship 
thanwdid the others instructors ‘who etaugntmein clfnere: tie 
clinical area or both areas. The remaining items, however, 
were perceived not to effect the extent of importance of the 
detractors on the basis of major teaching responsibility. 

NUGS ING _wObk prior eto teaching. Table 22 shows the 
four items in which statistically significant mean differen- 
ces of their perceived effect as detractors on the relation- 
ship between teacher and student on the basis of nursing 
WOLKBDLLOLN to eleachiung. Nurse educators who had 5 years or 
more of nursing experience prior to teaching perceived that 
demonstrates tskills, attitudes, @valuesm to be developed? by 
students" detracted from the teacher/student relationship to 
a greater extent than did those nurse educators who had 3 to 
A years nursing experience prior to teaching. Tid Saas 
rather slirprising as one jmight™expect) that fhe instructors 
with more nursing practice experience to be more knowledge- 
able of the characteristics of the nurse role. Similarily, 


this group of instructors also perceived that being "regard- 
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ed as loyal and dependable by students" and "regarded with 
respect by students" also detracted to greater extent from 
the teacher/student relationship than did the group of 
instructors with 3 to 4 years nursing experience. Perhaps, 
this indicates this group ‘of (“instructors |were having 
difficulty assuming=the™=tnstructor=rather=than= nurse role. 
However, she nurseseducatcors with 2 years’ of less or nursing 
work prior to teaching perceived that "time spent on 
clerical activities" detracted to a greater extent the rela- 
tionship between teacher and student than did nurse educa- 
tors with 5 years or more nursing experience. Possibly 
these instructors were not aware of this activity in the 
Geacher swrove which maghteaccount for this .1nding. 

The instructors with 3 to 4 years experience perceived 
3 of the 4 items with statistically significant mean differ- 
ences as affecting the teacher/student relationship to a 
Messerwexcents thangdid sall™iother anstructors. However, in 
all remaining items, nursing work prior to teaching had no 
affect on the perceived extent of detractors on the teacher/ 
student relationship. 

Teaching experience. Nurse educators who had been 
teaching 9 years or more perceived that the item "size of 
group in Clinical instruction,  fxom “the instructional 
section, detracted to a greater extent from the teacher/ 
student relationship than did those instructors with 3 to 8 
years of teaching experience, as shown in Table 23. Ay 


remaining items did not affect the perceived extent of 
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detractors on the teacher/student relationship on the basis 
of teaching experience in nursing education. 

Length of present employment. Table 24 shows that the 
nurse educators who were in their present employment 1 to 2 
years considered that "time spent on teaching aids" detract- 
ed to a greater extent from the teacher/student relationship 
than did those who were employed less than one year in their 
present employment. This single item comes from the non- 
Instruct onal “Section. SAL) Sother Ltems; se onmthen pasiseeot 
length of present employment, were not perceived to any 
extent as detracting to the teacher/student relationship. 

Program. Table 25 "shows (‘the four tems §in “which “a 
statistically significant difference occurred between the 
two programs. The first three of the four items appeared in 
the personal and professional characteristics, with the 
POUrth et vem tccoming frompethesmstructionalWeactivity section. 
The instructors in the hospital program perceived that the 
following characteristics "provides for meeting student 
Group mneéds,” “regarded ‘with respect by students | and 
"welcomes and respects differences of opinion" detracted to 
aegreater extent from the teacher/student relationship, as 
did the activity "time spent correcting assignments (per 
week." ALL other s1tems, on the basis om program. oidmnoL 
effect the extent of the detractors on the teacher/student 


relationship. 


Status of employment. Table 26 indicates that the 
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educators employed in a permanent capacity believed that 
"time spent correcting assignments per week," from the 
instructional ac Cihva ty section, detracted from the 
teacher/student relationship more than did those teachers 
who were employed in a temporary capacity. One might 
speculate that instructors employed in a permanent capacity 
had more assignments to mark and therefore perceived this 
activity as having a greater detracting effect than did 
those employed in a temporary capacity who presumably did 
not have as many assignments to mark. All other items 
apparently did not affect the extent of the detractors on 
the teacher/student relationship on the basis of status of 
employment. 

BReene. Of vemployment. Table 27 shows the two items, 
one from instructional activity area and the second from the 
non-instructional area, which were considered to be signifi- 
Cant. Nurse educators employed in a part-time capacity 
belueved sthat bothi .tems. Jhours -or Uclinvcal eteaching sper 
week" and "time spent on teaching aids" detracted to a 
greater extent from the teacher/student relationship than 
did those instructors employed in a full-time capacity 
indicated in Table 27. However, in all the remaining items, 
extent Ofmemployment, did not jJaffect Che perceived extentyon 


detractors on the teacher/student relationship. 


DISCREPANCY OF ITEMS BETWEEN FACILITATORS AND DETRACTORS 


This section discusses the findings of the items in 
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which a discrepancy occurred as to whether an item facilita- 
ted or detracted from the teacher/student relationship. The 
discrepancy of items was determined by subtracting the means 
of the items deemed to be detractors from the means of the 
same items which were also considered to be facilitators. 

Respondents were requested to indicate their percep- 
tions of the level of importance selected personal and 
professional characteristics, instructional and non-instruc- 
tional activities had in facilitating the teacher/student 
pelacaonshipseor gin detracting from thesrelataonship. 

TO -tést,istatistical differences! in their “perceptions 
the statistical procedures of one-way analysis of variance 


and teeests were used. 


suDsproblem & 

To what degree do the respondents perceive a discrepan- 
ey of personal and professional ~ characteristics |) and 
mistruationaY ang non—instructional activitiessactiractiettat— 
ors and detractors to the teacher/student relationship? 

Age. Table 28 shows the perceived discrepancy of five 
items which occurred on the basis of age. The first item 
shown was from the personal and professional characteristics 
section, the second item appearing from the instructional 
area and the remaining three were from the non-instructional 
section. 

Instructors who were 21 to 30 years of age and 36 to 40 


years of age perceived that "emphasizes learning about 
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mutually satisfying teacher/student relationships" was more 
of a facilitator than a detractor than did the instructors 
whomwere™s 1@to™35=vyearssorrages 

The instructors ‘who''were™ 219 to¥’80™years off"agelealise 
considered "time spent on curriculum planning meetings" was 
mOre= Of a déetractor “than a facilitator, than did) those 
instructors who were 36 years of age or older. 

The group of instructors who were between the ages of 
31 to 35 perceived that "time spent on’ clerical’ activities" 
WaS*mMOore*of a=detractornPthanta facilitator tnan did instruc— 
tors who were 36 years of age or older. 

Table 28 also indicates that the instructors who were 
between the ages of 21 and 35 believed that "time spent in 
faculty committee work" was more of a detractor than a 
facilitator, than did their colleagues who were 41 years of 
age or older. However, instructors who were 31 to 35 years 
of age perceived this item to be more of a detractor than 
facilitator than did the instructors who were between the 
ages of 36 to 40 years. 

The item "time spent in faculty meetings" was viewed as 
more of a detractor than facilitator by the younger instruc-— 
tors (those between 21 and 30) than did the instructors who 
were 36 years of age and older. Instructors who were 31 to 
854 years of “age “also viewed “this 9item™'to ber *moreWotta 
detractor than facilitator then did instructors who were 41 
years of age or older. 


Of the five items identified which were perceived to 


ls 


saw "epadseum paane aie 16 Ht 
saoity BAB Abr” assetiteet nell 
Jeblo 16 SEE Te s1bey ae 

Io shhh os asawsed ta) ; asotsirtanh 3 
‘euirtvisem Isatveta hia shore ent¢? sete ¢ 
-txdune £06 cesta Totes Piiosh « isi’ tadnerted o ste 
iWeb LO yo apé to stae¥ @f stew ofw. 

Stew orw \ezodseatent srt +nre aagsotrot eeke 8S at - 
ot theme fonts” gang bovalted #8 bag If Io espe ete 
« NeW? sosoeiteb 5 TO s20m Bey “F7OW ests bhmee - 
6 dtedy 1h stteW civ, eoqpeet for tbarta HEB nee ont 
geeoy cE af 1k sxe chw-atoimy send tere oh — 


dents sons 74h 3 $6, anon, ed pa watt nc 


es waaay atsw odw ery etd 84> aa? 2028 
ese Ot ae 

ae ‘an: ebw eat Fares yaliost at aa amo” 1 mort ¢ ee 

sony tres wii yet 


: 
TT uae 


have a discrepancy, the item which came from the personal 
and professional characteristics section was considered to 
be more of a facilitator than detractor. The remaining four 
items, however, were considered to have more of a detracting 
than facilitating effect on the teacher/student relation- 
Sia p 

The youngest group of instructors perceived a greater 
discrepancy in four of the five items. However, the older 
age group perceived the least amount of discrepancy on four 
OL thegrivie items) identif ved: 

Teaching, (respons tb ulat les. The items which were 
perceived by the respondents to have a discrepancy on the 
basis of teaching responsibilities are shown in Table 29. 
All four items appearing in this table were from the section 
of personal and professional characteristics. 

Instructors whose major responsibility was in the 
classroom area perceived three of the four items "stresses 
counselling to assist student," ‘regarded as loyal and 
dependable by students" and “welcomes and respects differen- 
Ces On Opinion,. to be more Of 42 facBlitapons thansas ce tract. 
or to the teacher/student relationship than did instructors 
whose primary responsibility was in the clinical area. 

Instructors who taught in both he classroom and) ¢cluni— 
cal area perceived that being “concerned with students 
Character development" was more of a facilitator than 


detractor than did the instructors who taught only in the 


clinical area. 
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According to Table#®29, instructors who taught in the 
clinical area only perceived all four items identified as 
having less of a facilitating effect than”“did the instruct- 
ors who taught in the classroom on three items and instruct- 
O©S who taught in bothgareas on one of the four items. One 
can only speculate that perhaps instructors whose primary 
Fesponsibility 1s in the clinical® area, have, closer contact 
with their students and therefore place less importance on 
these items. 

Amount of nursing work prior to teaching. The perceiv- 
ed discrepancy of items on the basis of amount of nursing 
work prior to teaching is indicated in Table 30. Two items 
appear in this table. The first item was from the personal 
and professional section while the second item appeared in 
the non-instuctional activity section. 

Table 30 shows that instructors who had 3 to 4 years 
nursing experience prior to teaching perceived the item 
"demonstrates skills, attitudes, values to be developed by 
students" was more of a facilitator than detractor to the 
teacher/student relationship than did those instructors with 
5 years or more nursing work prior to embarking on a teach- 
ing career. However, this same group perceived "time spent 
Onuecterical activities “tobe *monct Of Mam (ctr actome than 
facilitator tham did those instwuctors whom had worked => 
years or more in nursing. 

Teaching experience in nursing education. WgsHenigsy. ehh 
indicates the perceived discrepancy of the four items as 
facilitators or detractors on the basis of teaching 


experience in nursing education. 
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"Hours of classroom teaching per week" was perceived by 
nurse educators who had been teaching 3 to 8 years to have 
more Of a facilitatinggrather than detracting effect, \to the 
relationship between teacher and student, than did instruct- 
ors who had 2 years or less experience as a nurse educator. 

Dhegi tem PSize™ of group im sclini cali nstrucpilon. | was 
viewed by the nurse educators who had 3 to 8 years experi- 
ence in “teaching to be more of a” facilitator than wdid the 
remaining instructors (those with 2 years or less and 9 
years or more teaching experience). 

The nurse educators with 9 years or more _ teaching 
experience perceived that "time spent communicating with 
supervisory personnel in clinical area" was more of a 
facilitator than ardetracitor than did the ins tructorsswien 2 
years or less teaching experience. 

"Time spent preparing for clinical assignments" was 
also viewed to be a greater facilitator than detractor by 
the nurse educators with 3 to 8 years than those with 2 
years or less teaching experience. 

With the exception of the item "time spent communicat— 
ing with supervisory personnel in clinical area" it appears 
that the instructors who had 3 to 8 years teaching experi- 
ence perceived that all other items identified had more of a 
facilitating than detracting effectetomthe relationship than 
did the instructors with less experience. 

Length of present employment. AGCOLGiI ng eto lablems2; 
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instructors who had been in their present employment for 3 
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to © years perceived that the "time spent preparing for 
committee meetings" detracted more than facilitated the 
teacher/student relationship than did those instructors who 
had 1 to 2 years in their present employment. This single 
item identified as discrepancy appeared in the non-instruc- 
Prone Weactivityysection. 

Program. The two items which the respondents perceived 
to have a discrepancy on the basis of program appear in 
Table 33. The first item was from the area of personal and 
professional characteristics while Ciaeeerona item was froi 
the area of non=i1nstructional activities. 

The instructors who taught in a college program believ- 
ed that the items "regarded with respect by students" and 
"time spent preparing for clinical assignments" was more of 
a facilitator jthan ~asdetractor thanedidethe=instnuctors from 
the hospital program. 

Education. According to Table 34 the items "emphasizes 
learning about mutually satisfying teacher/student relation- 
Ships @was perceived,@by the’ instructors who did> not have a 
degrees to have more@of= a) facilitating Cham) detracting 
effect to the relationship between teacher and student than 


did those instructors who had a degree. 
COMMENTS ON THESES TUDY 


Respondents were invited to make comments concerning 


teacher/student relationships or about the study Loses 
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actitienors ite: 


Twelve, or twenty-eight percent of the respondents, accepted 
the opportunity to make such comments. Although the number 
of comments was not large, there were some interesting con- 
cerns expressed regarding teacher/student relationships. 


The comments were classified under the following head- 


ings: 
Lye Generaleceactlon vor tne tnstrumene: 
Paes interest in therstudy 
cir Issues related to teacher/student relationships. 


Comments from each category are iedudea ine thi sesec= 
Lon. The comments selected for inclusion represent the 
major concerns within each category. When the number of 
comments were few, all comments were included. Contrasting 
points of view have also been included. In most instances 
the comments have been reproduced in their entirety although 


in some cases only excerpts are included. 


Genera lReact lometo the “Instrument 

Most of the comments in this category expressed concern 
regarding the response key provided in the instrument. 
Difficulty was encountered when respondents were required to 
respond to each item using two response keys. Some respond- 
ents nadlsadifficulty cércei ving each 1 temeassoothga tacit tte 
topeaondsa ,<erractor. Comments regarding clarity of ques- 
tions also were expressed. 


Tkefound: detract part of) questionnaimega bit diifieule 
at times as I wasn't always clear on what exactly was 
meant with some statements eg. students regard me as 
loyal and dependable. 
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is NedsaLericultyieingrespondingetothem Dp mipart as there 
could be several ways of interpreting the statement eg. 


size of classes -- when there are large numbers it 
greatly detracts, when numbers are small there is 
minimal influence. Thet’sames holds ‘true ior clinical 


group size. 


Ambiguous questions -- what is really meant could 
Change response. 


I found the format of this questionnaire somewhat dif- 
PiLcultatorinitiall=internpset. 


Found vit ditiveult to respond to. mostmoc tines: temsaamn 
terms Ofsfactiivating adetractingk.as Recowldeanverprer 
the item as being equally the same in terms of promot- 
ing or deterring an effective relationship. 


Ipgfiound the Key*satetimes "confusing mathateds © ele was 
G2 htt cul te.) tO, apply = a bls thescemaspectscm Lomeacn 
statement. 


The questions are too general to give a very specific 
answer (e.g., if the committee work is affecting 
students and is important or if it does not have a 
direct relationship to the student). 


Ty worked, 'genéral .duty o/ )monthse thentevaughtay Batryeanr, 
worked 2 years general duty, then taught again 3 years, 
worked 2 years industrial insur. health and taught 
again. Would the question be clearer if stated "prior 
POm UNI Lo et caciin Game Kel once 


Thought that the characteristics, activities, tasks 


listed in the questionnaire played very significantly 
in developing teacher/student relationships. 


Interest in the Study Topic 

Comments in this category indicated that nurse educator 
activities and the teacher/student relationsip was a pert- 
inent and relevant topic for investigation. However, the 
number of responses in this area was sparse. The following 
comments indicate the expressed interest. 


Amsqlad=towseec, Chateyoumare HOOkKUnNGe averall chewex cred 
Sjops  ethatedetract =from teacher/student relationship. 


meamepleascde cOmsee amc ludy. beingecarried out ano this 
area and will be interested in the results. 
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Issues Related to Teacher/Student Relationships 

A wide variety of comments were included in this area, 
and they dealt primarily with problems encountered in the 
work setting such as marking papers, committee work, and 
Giuncal spractice area. Workload of instructors also 
appeared to be an area of concern. Nurse educators appeared 
COm be wc redtly- concerned about, the work menvironmentm nethe 
elassroom*and “clinical ™practice™ area Concern regarding 
communication between students and staff personnel was also 
expressed. An interesting comment was made regarding 
faculty personnel discussing faculty members with students. 
The following comments were offered: 


We spend far too much time in meetings that are poorly 
Organized, this takes away from time that could be 
Spel in direct contact with students. there 12 1 tutle 
time during the week and during trimester breaks for 
planning and updating work -- a meeting or several 
meetings or workshops are scheduled. I mark papers at 
home, so I spend more time with students. 


I spend an enormous amount of time doing work at home 
because there isn't enough time to do it at the office 
and see students -- a considerable detracting factor. 


Our committee load is far too heavy and so is our clin- 
ical load -- both in numbers of students and in number 
Of hours’ ——“our present clinical calculation sforesLsEnos 
is unrealistic. 


The amount of time spent in clerical activities is also 
audetracting staCcton seWwrlte I ngm ube scudenu see va lucuons 
fakes Up a consideraDles pale OlaMymLiIne a vcs Ch lcmcOund 
be dictatedyand, thenr typed sbysansecretarys there gwould 
be a considerable time saving. 


Student/teacher relationships are influenced by what 
feachers e'saysasiabouts ‘each gotherfito gstCudents Psi sie. a 
student during counselling may complain about another 
teacher; they may also be varied by "ward" acceptance 
of the educational program; there should be an ongoing, 
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assertive presentation of the program at a supervisor 
level. 


A direct line from instructor to administration (simi- 
lar to head nurse to supervisor) with resulting action 
re: new ideas, improvements, suggestions would no doubt 
increase student respect for the instructor as a member 
of her profession. 


We have all seen situations where all recognize that 
Change would be better but we're powerless to effect 


change (e.g., a standing order that omits the dose of a 
medication). 

- improvements in procedures. 

=~" policy that-ipermits ikR.N.Aw Ss) tOmcatheteri zempaaays 
post op but intermediate students must wait till 15 
days post op on anterior repairs. 

- the need for instructors to be able to attend inserv- 
ice programs in their specialty, etc. 


SUMMARY 


This chapter presented the data gathered from the 
respondents and provided a discussion of the data analysis. 
Frequency and percentage distributions were presented to 
describe the personal and professional data of the 
respondents. 

Ranking of items by means was utilized to identify both 
ChemGEaclitatOrepLOLtilerandsdetractOlm prot le. 

T-tests and one-way analysis of variance were used to 
determine statistically significant mean differences in the 
perceptions of respondents regarding the importance of 
personal and professional characteristics, instructional and 
non-instructional activities as facilitators and/or detract- 
Gis. 

Open-ended responses were classified and summarized. A 


sample of comments representing Behe "concerns were presented 


and discussed. 
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CHAPTER: eV, 


SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 


This chapter includes the summary, conclusion and imp- 


lications,of the study. The initial section of the chapter 
provides gait summarization: giof ithe ,actudy~s 1ncludingspmacs 
purpose, methodology, data analyses -and findings. The 


second .section. presents the conclusions derived from the 
Ginagangs. The final section deals with some implications 


for education: ana. for. furthers research. 


SUMMARY 


The research literature suggests that interpersonal 
relationships and humanism are gaining importance in the 
field of education. Many curricula in nursing stress these 
concepts. This is evidenced by the inclusion of courses 
such as communications and human relations in the program of 
studies. Students are our hope for the future and therefore 
should expect a helping relationship from their teachers: 
Teachers also derive satisfaction from this relationship, 
but often they believe that maintainance activities, tasks 
and workload negatively affect the amount and kind of 


teacher/student interaction possible. 
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Purpose 


The purpose of this study was to identify perceptions 
of nurse educators, in two Alberta Diploma Schools of Nurs- 
ing, regarding the personal and professional characteristics 
ande"instructional ‘and “‘non-instriuictional “activities! which 


facilitate or detract from the teacher/student relationship. 


Sub-problems 

The following subproblems were addressed in this study: 

Ib What personal and professional characteristics do 
nurse educators perceive as facilitating teacher/student 
relationship? 

2. Which personal and professional characteristics are 
perceived by nurse educators as detracting from the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

3. \#What®tacets of Anstructtonall activiuLres torenUrsing 
education are perceived as facilitating the teacher/student 
relationship? 

4. What facets of instructional activities of nursing 
education are perceived as detracting from the teacher/ 
student relationship? 

5. Which tasks of the non-instructional activities in 
nursing education are perceived as facilitating the teacher/ 
student relationship. 

6Pe "Which tasks*of the non-instructional” activities in 
nursing education are perceived as detracting from the 


teacher/student relationship? 
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7. To what extent do personal and professional varia- 
bles of age, teaching experience, general nursing exper- 
ences prior tolsteaching, Beducational preparation, place, 
extent and status of employment affect perceptions of resp- 
ondents®regarding@the facilitators: and® detractors inethe 
teacher/student relationship? 

3h To what degree do the respondents perceive a dis- 
crepancy of personal and professional characteristics and 
instructional and non-instructional activities as facilitat- 


Ors and detractors to the teacher/student relationship? 


Methodology 

A Teacher/Student Relationship in Nursing questionnaire 
was developed for data collection. The instrument consisted 
of four sections related to: (1) personal and professional 
data; (2) personal and professional characteristics of 
teacher; (3) instructional related activities; and (4) non- 
iyscCLCucteLOnal activities: In the final section the nurse 
educators were invited to comment on teacher/student rela- 
tionships and/or the study. The questionnaire was distri- 
buted to all nursing instructors in) two daplomayschcols sot 
nursing. In order to guarantee anonymity, no identifying 
marks appeared on any of the questionnaires or any of the 
envelopes in which the questionnaires were returned. Each 


study participant was offered a summary of the study find- 


ings. 
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Data Analyses 


Frequency and percentage distributions were used to 
discuss the personal and professional data profile of the 
nurse educators who participated in the study. 

Means and rank order of means were used to determine 
amportance-of itemsein) facilitating or detracting fromthe 
teacher/student relationship on the basis of personal and 
prolLessional «character stics,. instructional srelatedeactivice 
ies and non-instructional activities. 

One-way analysis jof avariance and t-tests! were used to 
determine statistically significant mean differences among 
the perceptions of respondents, to identify the extent to 
which personal and professional data and characteristics; 
instructional related activities; and non-instructional 
activities affected the teacher/student relationship. 

To determine the discrepancy gap of whether an item 
was considered to be more of a facilitator or detractor, the 
mean value of the detractor was subtracted from the mean 
value of the facilitator. The statistical analyses utilized 
were one-way analysis of variance and t-tests. 

Nurse educator comments were classified under the 
following headings: General Reaction to the Instrument, 


Interest in the study, and Issues Related to Teacher/Student 


Relationships. 


Findings 


Personal and professional data profile. Slightly more 


than one half of the respondents were 35 years of age or 
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younger. Approximately one half (51.2%) of all respondents 
indicated they had instructional responsibilities in both 
classroom and clinical areas. FIfty—-fLive=spercentscn the 
nurse educators reported they were involved in the hospital 
based nursing program with the remainder teaching in the 
eollegemnursing = program. 

The largest proportion (81.4%) of nurse educators were 
prepared at the baccalaureate level while the next largest 
guoup Wnrdiecated Pare RNG plus post basic diploma as their 
highest level of education. 

Seventy-two percent or slightly less than three quart- 
ers of the nurse educators indicated they were employed in 
full-time permanent positions. The remainder were employed 
in permanent part-time, temporary part-time or temporary 
full-time positions. The majority of the respondents indi- 
eCated® they» *had@idess¥ than 9Pfyears®*experience asa Snurse 
educator and were in their present place of employment at 
least 3 years. Two-thirds of the nurse educators had 4 
¥Yedars OGbléss nursing work *experience pricy teWembarking on 


a teaching career. 


Facilitators and Detractors 

Personal and professional characteristics. Respondents 
identified the characteristic of demonstrating skills, atti- 
tudes and values to be developed by the student as the most 
important item in facilitating tne teacher/student relation- 


ship. Concern for each student as a person and welcomes and 
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respects differences of opinion ranked second and third, 
Gespectively, Inmimpontance. 

The characteristic regarded with respect which was 
ranked as the item which detracted to the greatest extent 
from the relationship of teacher with student was also found 
topoccupy tthe mfourth! positiioneas a Paci litator: Stresses 
counselling to assist the student ranked second as a detrac- 
tor while provides for meeting student group needs was rank- 
edMingthe thindtposition. 

Nurse educators, however, indicated they perceived per- 
Sonal and professional characteristics to have Vittle on no 
effect in detracting from the teacher/student relationship. 

fistruceionalgeactivict Les. sphvac) Tee  (opeleyihe) ikigt cel kali@ betel 
instruction was ranked as the number one facilitator and 
deta ctor. The item student contact hours available to 
assist individual students was considered to be the second 
MOs@y LMpOrtant = facititaton. The item size of classes in 
classroom instruction which was perceived as the third most 
importanteracilitator was: also perceived) by thes respondents 
HOmoOeCLTractmtom chew secondmorecates ese xcenc. Time spent on 
Gurriculum planning meetings ranked as the third greatest 
detractor. 

Non-instructional activities. Nurse educators perceiv- 
eduthate timesspent establishing rapport with staff’ in) the 
clinical area was the most important facilitator from the 
non-instructional activities. The items time spent prepar- 


ing for clinical assignments and time spent communicating 
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with supervisory personnel in clinical area ranked second 
uals! ickgblaelh, respectively, in perceived importance as 
facilitators in the teacher/student relationship. 

Time spent on clerical activities was perceived by the 
nurse educators to detract from the teacher/student rela- 
tionship to the greatest extent. The items considered to 
occupy Che second and third positions as detractors was time 
Spent, in sfaculty ‘committees work and) timemspent ein staculty 
meetings. These items were generally considered to have 
little facilitating effect to the teacher/student relation- 
ship. 

Facilitators Profile Three out of the twenty-six 
items were considered to be of very great importance to 
facilitating the teacher/student relationship. These items 
were (1) size/of group in clinical instruction; (2) demon- 
strates skills, attitudes, values to be developed by stud- 
ents; and (3) concern for each student as a person. Twelve 
of the remaining twenty-three items were rated as being of 
great importance. The respondents also indicated of the ten 
items in the area of personal and professional characterist- 
ics, nine were rated as having great to very great import- 
ance. The item stresses counselling to assist students in 
the area of personal and professional characteristics was 
considered to have moderate importance. It would appear 
nurse educators consider this area as being of great import- 
ance in facilitating the teacher/student relationship. 


Review of the literature supports this premise. 
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DEETaACtor prot imle From the twenty-six items in the 
questionnaire, the one item that rated to the greatest 
exccnt fact®iamdetractorfe@wasy sizeisoresgroups inieclinical 
ENnSELUcCtLON. Size of classes in classroom instruction was 
Hacedsircthe second@posituonmas a detractor. Those items 
which were perceived by the respondents to detract to a 
moderates ori great y extentitrwere glistedgsinsg) cither sy the 
instructional or non-instructional activities, whereas, in 
the area of personal and professional characteristics the 
items were considered to have the least detracting effect. 

Meant Gibterencesmemne )perceptl ons amon em mpO Gta Commo 
personal and professional characteristics as facilitators. 

Four of the ten items in this section demonstrated stat- 
istically significant mean differences in perceptions of 
importance as facilitators in the teacher/student relation- 
Ship. The personal and professional characteristic which 
most frequently demonstrated a statistically significant 
mean difference was concern for each student as a person. 
Concern with students character development rated second 
highest in demonstrating a statistically significant mean 
dueterence. @eThenthird andwfounthecharacter ct icsewithestaL— 
totred Mlyesignitdcane smedimedit Cvencese yl Tee EnGm@Eeins eRUuCCOnS 
perception of “Wmportances were “emphasizes@glearning Sabout 
mutually satisfying teacher/student relationship and provid- 
es for meeting student group needs. The remainder of the 
personal and professional characteristics were not associat- 


ed with statistically significant mean differences, in? per- 


ceptions of importance. 
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Mean differences in perceptions of importance of 
instructional activities as facilitators. Only 25 percent 
of the possible statistically significant mean differences 
in perceptions of importance of instructional activities as 
facilitators were demonstrated. Student contact hours 
available to assist individual students was the activity 
which most frequently demonstrated a statistically signifi- 
cant mean difference in perceptions as a facilitator in the 
teacher/student relationship. The second activity of the 
eight instructional activities in which a statistically 
Significant mean difference occurred related to time spent 
On curriculum planning meetings. The remaining six instruc- 
tional activities were not associated with statistically 
Significant mean differences in instructors' perceptions as 
facilitating to the teacher/student relationship. 

Mean ditterences, inepercept ions sof Bimpor cance Onmnon. 
iiceructlLonallactivities vas, tacillLarorss. Theyma jority cf 
non-instructional activities (75%) demonstrated statistical- 
ivesioniticant mean differences in the nunseseducator se per. 
Geptions of amportance ac facilitating ethesteacherslelation— 
ship with students. BOUL | NOn-Instructlona baeacieiVcees 
showed statistically significant mean differences equally. 
They were: time spent in faculty committee work; time spent 
Getablishing rapport with Stat in clinicalsarea; timesspent 
communciating with supervisory personnel in clinical area; 
and time spent preparing for clinical assignments. The 


activities of time spent on teaching aids and time spent in 
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faculty meetings also had equally occurring statistically 
Significant mean differences in perceptions of importance in 
facilitating teacher/student relationships. 

Mean differences! in) perceptions of “importance of 
Bee eee OR, Pe Ross Non eso ba Stl Bids ae Smee ele coe 
More than one half (60%) of the personal and professional 
characteristics demonstrated statistically significant mean 
differences in nurse educators perceptions of importance as 
detractors. Regarded with respect by students was the char- 
acteristic which most frequently demonstrated a statistical- 
ly significant mean difference as a detractor. The charact- 
eristic which rated second highest in demonstrating a 
statistically significant mean difference in perceptions as 
a detractor was regarded as loyal and dependable by 
students. Four other personal and professional character- 
istics showed statistically significant mean differences in 
perceptions of importance as detracting from teacher/student 
relationship. Wheye were:serdemonstratesm'skriis,) ateitudes, 
values to be developed by student; emphasizes learning about 
mutually satisfying teacher/student relationship; provides 
meeting ) student! group '*needs; sandy welcomes “and respects 
differences in opinion. No statistically significant mean 
differences were identified in perceptions of importance as 
detracting e1Lom tie teacher/student relationship in the four 
remaining personal and professional characteristics. 


Mean differences in perceptions OG importance of in- 


structional activities as detractors. One-half of the eight 
SebUCElOle Bie ee 
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instructional activities demonstrated statistically signifi- 
cant mean differences in perceptions of nurse educators of 
importance in detracting from teacher relationships with 
students. The instructional activity which most frequently 
associated with statistically significant mean differences 
in“ “pérceptions’’ as! detractor™ was | “time ®@tspent correcting 
assignments per week. The remaining three instructional 
activities in which statistically significant mean differen- 
ces occurred were: hours of classroom teaching per week; 
hours Vote clinical iteachingm per week;#randifsizemor group iin 
clinical instruction. These activities had equal represent- 
ation Sins * demonstrating Sstatistical yor sionilicantarl mean 
differences in importance as detractors to the teacher/ 


student relationship. 


Mean differences in perceptions of importance of non- 


instructional activities as detractors. Only three of the 
eight non-instructional activities demonstrated statistical- 
ly significant mean differences in perceptions of importance 
as detractors 9 /Thesmostrfrequently occurminge@s tatistical ly 
significant mean difference was in time spent on teaching 
aldseetTime spent@onecilerical activities@and® time spenteein 
Faculty. committee work were equally represented in 
demonstrating! statistically Jsignificant meanvdaitferences fin 
perceptions of nurse educators of importance as detractors 
foumuathesy relationship Ofoflateacher ®iWitheestudents- No 
statistically significant mean differences were identified 


in perception of importance as detractors in the remaining 
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five non-instructional activities. 


Discrepancy in mean differences in perceptions of 
ee ee SE eee eee ee Eee Pee ae oe 


importance of personal and professional characteristics as 


facilitators orvdetractors. Seven of the ten personal and 
professional characteristics demonstrated a discrepancy in 
statistically significant mean differences in nurse educa- 
tons, perceptions e#iofi@mportance jasrea acim tatore® toumthe 
teacher/student relationship. These characteristics were as 
follows: demonstrates skills, attitudes, values to be 
developed by students; emphasizes learning about mutually 
satisfying teacher/ student relationships; stresses counsel- 
ling to assist students; demonstrates concern for character 
development of student; regarded as loyal and dependable by 
Students; regarded with respect by students; and welcomes 
and respects differences of opinion. Each of these charact- 
eristics showed a discrepancy in statistically significant 
mean differences equally. No discrepancy occurred regarding 


characteristics as detractors. 


Discrepancy ini mean differencesly ing iperceptionsmaof 


imeoctances ot instructionalwractiy itleswmasmimacis tatorns sor 


detractors. Two of the eight instructional activities dem- 
onstrated a discrepancy in statistically significant mean 
differences as facilitating the teacher/student relation- 
ship. The two activities which were perceived with the same 
frequency were hours of classroom instruction and size of 
Groupseine cUini caleienstruction, Only @theitinstructionad 


activity of time spent on curriculum planning meetings dem- 
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onstrated a discrepancy in statistically significant mean 
differences in nurse educators perceptions of importance as 
detracting from the relationship of teacher and student. 
Discrepancy in mean differences in perceptions of 
importance of non-instructional activities as facilitators 
or detractors. Of the? eight “activities “appearing “in®this 
area, Six were perceived by the nurse educators to show a 
discrepancy in statistically significant mean differences as 
facilitating the teacher/student relationship. Time spent 
preparing for clinical assignments was the most frequently 
occurring activity in which a discrepancy was perceived. 
The non- instructional activities of time spent on clinical 
activities and time spent communciating with supervisory 
personnel in clinical area were perceived by instructors to 
show a discrepancy in statistically significant mean differ- 
ences as a facilitator with equal frequency. However, time 
spent on clerical activities also demonstrated a perceived 
discrepancy as a detractor. A perceived discrepancy by 
nurserseducators “re the *'*statistivically *esironrbicant™ mean 
differences as detracting from the teacher/student relation- 
Shilpetcaltisommoccurred With “the activities mor stime @ spent ain 
faculty committee work, time spent in faculty meetings, and 
time ‘spent’ o "preparing? *for “committee ~ meetings. Of the 
activities which demonstrated a discrepancy in statistically 
significant mean differences, only time spent on clerical 
activities was perceived as both a facilitator and a 


detractor to the teacher/student relationship. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


The following conclusions were based on the findings of the 
study: 

Ds Nurse educators perceived the following personal 
and professional characteristics as most important in 
facilitating the teacher/student relationship: demonstrates 
skills, attitudes and values to be developed by the student; 
concern for each student as a Bere and welcomes and 
respects differences of opinions. 

on Personal and professional characteristics were 
generally considered to be facilitators and have little or 
no effect in detracting from the relationship between teach- 
er and student. 

Sh In the area of instructional activities, size of 
group in clinical instruction was perceived by the respond- 
ents to be the most important item in facilitating the rela- 
tionship between teacher and student. However, this item 
was also considered to detract from the relationship to the 
greatest extent. 

4. Nurse educators viewed size of classes in class- 
ToomelnstLuct1onmOregbeat simportancemasmoOtimamracillgd talon 
and detractor to the relationship between teacher and 
student. 

oye, From the non-instructional area instructors per- 


ceived time spent establishing rapport with staff in clini- 
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cal area, time spent preparing for clinical assignments and 
time spent communicating with supervisory personnel to have 
thes sinost importante  tactittating settect mon msthe —teacher, 
student relationship. 

6. The respondents perceived the non-instructional 
items of time spent on clerical activities, time spent on 
faculty committee work and meetings detracted to the great- 
est extent from the teacher/student relationship. 

he Non-instructional activities were generally not 
perceived by the respondents to facilitate the teacher/ 


student relationship. 


IMPLICATIONS 


The data provided by this investigation resulted in 
some significant findings, however, it is recognized that 
much more empirical work is needed in the research area. 
Suggestions concerning implications for education must, 


therefore, be regarded cautiously. 


Implications for Education 

The f£indangs Of this study indicates tnac several tacks 
in instructional and non-instructional activities require 
further study. In most instances, personal and professional 
characteristics of faculty were considered to be facilita- 
tive, whereas, several instructional and non-instructional 


activities were viewed as detractors. This cna rng magi 
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imply nurse educators value these humanistic qualities. 

Socialization of students into the nursing role is also 
indicated by the findings of demonstrating skills, attitudes 
and values to be developed. Possibly nurse educators 
perceive themselves as role models. Since students general- 
by eeaccordaung Mtomithenel tteratunepe mode memtter ethe —firset 
Clinical instructor they encounter, nurse educators should 
Descognizan’ offthisesuppesi tion. 

The findings indicate that concern is expressed regard- 
ing clinical size numbers: The fact that this item was 
rated highly as both a facilitator and detractor, indicates 
Cleanly,Seclanical@grouptisize isifan@arcaeot great Concern: 
In addition, size of classes in classroom instruction was 
considered, by the respondents, to have a facilitating anda 
detracting effect. It) appears! Sthatetthe Nnunsing program 
administrators might do well to consider what size of group 
is ieani® optimaleanumbers Ginwiboth areas With increasing 
emphasis on humanism, in classroom/clinical areas, students 
as well as faculty may very well desire group sizes which 
allow for adequate interaction. 

Nurse educators apparently consider the climate of the 
Clinical environment as very important and, therefore, see 
the time spent preparing for clinical assignments and estab- 
bishing rapport withhospital personnel @as*at valuable sfuncs 
Lon. The result of this finding would suggest a closer 
working liaison between nurse educators and nursing service 


personnel should improve clinical climate and _ thereby 
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enhance student learning. The literature supports the need 
for a humanisitic climate in order to decrease the stress 
evel _experienced! by»:students «in the clinical area: Fur- 
ther, the literature also suggests that establishing rapport 
between nurse educator and clinical agency personnel is one 


method toward humanizing the clinical climate. 


implications for Research 

Although this study provided some useful information 
regarding the effects of personal and professional charact- 
eristics, and tasks and activities of nurse educators on 
teacher/student relationship, further research in the area 
Mmightimseitherersupport,sor nefute Ttheyrconclusonse ofesthis 
study. While it appears a great deal remains to be learned 
about all the variables and relationships with which this 
study was concerned, further research regarding teacher/ 
student relationships in nursing education might expand the 
data base as follows: 

i Replication of this study with a larger sample to 
include nurse educators from university, college and hospi- 
tal based nursing programs to determine if their perceptions 
of personal and professional characteristics, instructional 
and non-instructional activities as facilitators or detract-— 
ors in teacher/student relationships differ significantly 


From the tindings of this study. 
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ore Further research should be conducted using 
different methodologies to ascertain variables that 
facilitate and detract from the teacher/student relationship 
in nursing education. 

fhe Further research should be conducted involving the 
student nurse population to determine how their perceptions 
compare to those of nurse educator on the variables. 

4. Further research should be conducted involving 
nurse educators, nursing service personnel and student 
nurses to determine the variables which facilitate a human- 
istic clinical environment and enhance student learning. 

De Replication of this study involving teachers in 
another college program, which includes practice setting 
experience, to determine if there is any similarity of the 
variables which are percieved as facilitators and detractors 


to the teacher/student relationship in nursing education. 
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APPENDIX A 


QUESTIONNAIRE 


ee mena 


+ LAVMUETEIUD 


ToS 


CENTRE FOR THE STUDY 


OF POSTSECON DARRSEDOeCATION 


FAGUIETY OF EDUGATION 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 


JUSS WSO haps) 


Dear Nurse Educator: 


Teacher relationships with their students may be of interest 
to you. The purpose of the attached questionnaire is to 
cbtain input concerning your perceptions of which tasks and 
activities in your current teaching position affect 
teacher/student relationships. This questionnaire is being 
circulated to one college and one hospital diploma program 
in Edmonton. The data received will be analyzed anda 
project prepared. The project is being perused under the 
direction of Dr. A. G. Konrad and will be placed in the 
Department of Educational Administration library at the 
University of Alberta. 

I would request your assistance in campleting the 
questionnaire and returning it in the envelope provided. 
The questionnaire should take 15 - 20 minutes of your time 
to complete. I hope the results of the study will be of 
value to you. A summary of my findings will be sent as a 
toxen of my appreciation for participating in my project. 


I am looking forward to receiving your input. Thank you for 
your assistance. 


‘Sincerely yours, 


Do ee Ye VS IES 


MARIE L. MIDDLETON, R.N., B.Sc.N. 


Enclosures 


oh 7-122R EDLICATION NORTH EDMONTON. ALBERTA. CANADA © T6G 2G5 ° TELEPHONE (403) 432-2217 
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A. 


TEACHER/STUDENT RELATIONSHIP IN NURSING EDUCATION 
QUEST IONNAT RE 


For Keypunch 
Use Only 


1a 2 eee 3 4 
Personal and Professional Data 
In the box provided, please write the letter which 
represents the most accurate response to each item 
1. Program in which you presently teach: 
a. College diploma program [z 5 
b. Hospital diploma program 


2. Age to nearest birthday 


5, pul ee) we @. 41 to 45 [| 6 
ioe B26 £o230 iieAG 6650 

Cae eS). tovs5 g. over 51 

dee SoGEtor40 


3. Highest level of education: 
ase Ra No Diploma 


b. R.N. plus post-basic diploma in nursing & vl 
c. Baccalaureate degree 
d. Master's degree, Please specify 
e. Other, Please specify een oo ae 
4. Status and extent of present nursing education 
employment: 
a. O to 49% of a temporary full time position, 
b. O to 49% of a permanent full time position, 8 


c. 50 to 74% of a temporary full time position, 
d. 50 to 74% of a permanent full time position, 
e. 75 to 100% of a temporary full time position, 
38 75 to 100% of a permanent full time position, 


5. Areas of major teaching responsibility 
a. Classroom instruction 
Dae Clinical instruction [| 9 
c. Approximately equal classroom and clinical 
instruction 
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6. Total amount of nursing work prior to teaching 
experience in nursing education. 
a. Less than 1 year, d. 5 to 6 years 
b. 1 to 2 years e. 7 to 8 years EE 10 
c. 3 to 4 years f. over 8 years 


7. Total amount of teaching experience in 
nursing education: 
a. less thanl year d. 5 to 6 years 
b. 1 to 2 years e. 7 to 8 years [| stab 
c. 3 to 4 years f. over 8 years 


8. Length of present employment: 
aw lessTthansimy canard ser 5ator6 years 
b. 1 to 2 years e. 7 to 8 years fe Ww 
c. 3 to 4 years f. over 8 years 


Please use the following response key throughout the remainder of the 
questionnaire. For your convenience, the key is reproduced at the top 
of each subsequent page. 


Response Key 


Facilitates: il 2 3 4 5 
No Some Moderate Great Very Great 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 
Detracts: a} 2 6) 4 5 
No Some Moderate Great Very Great 
Extent Extent Extent Extent EXtEne 


B. Teacher/Student Relationships 


The following list identifies personal and professional characteristics 
which may affect teacher/student relationships in nursing education. Using 


the key provided, please indicate your perception of the level of importance 


of each characteristic in facilitating this relationship and the extent to 
which this characteristic detracts from the relationship in your current 


program. 
Example Item: 


Salary you receive: (Facilitates) F1@3 45 
(Detracts) D2 530455 


(Using the key provided, the number circled indicates that the respondent 
perceives the salary received as having some importance in facilitating the 
relationship; however, he/she perceives that salary received does not 
detract from the relationship. ) 
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Response Key 


Facilitates: cL. 2 


No Some 


3 


Moderate 


4 
Great 


5 
Very Great 


Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 


students 


Detracts: 1 2 3 4 
No Some Moderate Great 
Extent Extent Extent Extent 
Personal and Professional Characteristics of Teacher 
Importance 

9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, pet) BB aS 
and values that are to be DPALE 26341 5 
developed by the students 

10. Emphasizes learning about the Ff StL? 384.5 
development of mutually DEM a easy 78 os) 
satisfying teacher/student 
relationships 

ll. Stresses counselling to assist PeBII2 384) 5 
the student with personal De 23-45 
problems 

12. Demonstrates concern for Posilea2 237425 
Character development of Di tao, 465 
students 

13. Dermonstrates concern for each Eopoleces 455 
student as a person Dod 2S se) 

14. Makes provision for meeting Keel 2a seaes 
student group needs D- dn2 3/405 

15. Students regard me as loyal and F 12345 
dependable D 2.23.45 

16. Students regard me with respect F 12345 

D A 23°85 

17. Welcomes differences of opinion F 12345 
and treats them with respect D 2234.5 

18. Shares own thinking with Bele Zea tes 

D 123.45 


e 
Very Great 
Extent 


For Keypunch 
Use Only 
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Response Key 


Facilitates: al 2 3 4 5 
No Some Moderate Great Very Great 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 
Detracts: af 2 3 4 5 
No Some Moderate Great Very Great 
Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent 


C. The following represents a range of instructional 
activities which may be viewed as facilitating 
the teacher/student relationship or detracting from 


the relationship. 


Please circle the number which 


indicates your perception of the level of importance 
which each activity facilitates and the level of 
importance which each activity detracts from the 
teacher/student relationship. 


F = Facilitates 


D = Detracts 


Instructional Related Activities 


JSR 


20. 


21. 


22% 


27 


24. 


25% 


26. 


Number of hours of classroom 
teaching per week 


Number of student contact hours 
available to assist individual 
students 


Number of hours of clinical 
teaching per week 


Preparation time available 
during official workday 


Amount of time spent correcting 
assignments per week 


Size of classes in classroom 
instruction 


Size of group in clinical 
instruction 


Time spent on curriculum 
planning meetings 


Importance 

P1283 4-5 
Dee 324, 5 
BP pli 3 45 
Doo ao 
1a DPA PAS See he 
DY 1223" 455 
Ep 1S 2045 
DwAlo2 ae45 
Peele 2eosae. 
BD 12737455 
273 st 
LD gleZes4e5 
E1273) 455 
Dele 2e3e4eD 
els 235420 
Digs 2 eoLae 


For Keypunch 
Use Only 


33 
34 
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Response Key 


Facilitates: a 2 S 
No Some Moderate 
Importance Importance Importance 
Detracts: it 2 5 
No Some Moderate 
Extent Extent Extent 


D. The following represents a range of non- 


4 
Great 


5 
Very Great 


Importance Importance 


4 
Great 
Extent 


instructional activities which may be viewed as 
facilitating or detracting from the teacher/student 
relationship. Please circle the number which 
indicates your perception of importance which each 
activity facilitates and the level of importance 
which each activity detracts from the teacher/ 


student relationship. 


F = Facilitates D = Detracts 

Non - Instructional Activites Importance 

27. Amount of time spent on Pet le2 eo cas 
clerical activities Dim le 2e seo 

28. Amount of time engaged in I Dog ee FNC 1 2) 
setting up and operating Dele eseas} 
teaching aids for instructional 
purposes 

29. Time spent in faculty committee F 12345 
work. Die 345 

30.) Amount Of time spent inetaculty, 9 F 912537455 
meetings Di 132732455 

31. Time spent establishing working F 12345 
rapport with unit staff in Dele cae 
clinical area 

32. Time spent communicating Eos eZee 
with supervisory personnel in De ie2e3e4s> 


clinical area 


5 
Very Great 
Extent 


For Keypunch 
Use Only 
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Response Key 


Facilivates: 1 2 3 4 5 
No Some Moderate Great Very Great 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 
Detracts: ib 2 3) 4 S) 
No Some Moderate Great Very Great 
Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent 


For Keypunch 


Use Only 
Non — Instructional Activities Importance 
33. Amount of time spent preparing Fel 25415 61 
for committee meetings Dieeiezacz4 a5 62 
34. Time spent in preparing for Ip al ya sh wes) 63 
clinical assignments De 2e3 aS 64 


Any comments which you have concerning teacher/student relationships and/or 


this particular questionnaire would be appreciated. 


Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Your input is appreciated. 
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APPENDIX B 


CORRES PONDENCE 


g KIC 


TOUS ACI Sa AOS 


CENTRE FOR THE STUDY 
OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 


FAGUETY OF EDUCATION 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 


11732 - 3% Avenue 
Edmonton, Alberta 
T6J OP2 


May 21, 1981 


Ms. A. Judy Prowse, Chairperson 
Health Sciences Department 
Grant MacEwan Community College 
Edmonton, Alberta 


Dear Judy, 


Further to our meeting of April 27, 1981 regarding the 
explanation of my project plans and request for circulation 
of my questionnaire on Teacher/Student Relationships in 
Nursing Education, I wish to thank you for allowing me to 
speak to the faculty on this topic at the Faculty Depart- 


mental Meeting. 


I will be circulating my questionnaire within the next week 
and am appreciative of your offer of assistance in the 
distribution and collection of the completed question- 


naires. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 


Sincerely yours, 
MARIE L. MIDDLETON 


MLM/dg 


7-133B, EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA «+ T6G 2G5 


* TELEPHONE (403) 432-2217 
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Senne -See THe Siwy 
OF POS TSeeaNDARY EDUC AniGN 


FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 


11732 - 39 Avenue 
Edmonton, Alberta 
TOJ*OPZ 


May 21, 1981 


Miss Gloria Bauer 

Director - Nursing Education 
Royal Alexandra Hospital 
School of Nursing 

Edmonton, Alberta 


Dear Gloria, 

Further to our meeting of May 7, 1981 regarding the 
explanation of my project plans and request for circulation 
of my questionnaire on Teacher/Student Relationships in 
Nursing Education, I wish to thank you for allowing m to 
speak to the faculty on this topic at your weekly luncheon 
meeting. 

I will be circulating my questionnaire within the next week, 
and am appreciative of your offer of assistance in the 
distribution and collection of the completed questionnaire. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 


Sincerely yours, 


IE Ce cA he CA belie 


MARIE L. MIDDLETON 


MLM/dg 


7-133B, EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA » T6G 2G5 * TELEPHONE (403) 432-2217 
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~ FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 


LIS PeOOR tL 


Dear Nurse Educator: 

Recently a questionnaire on Teacher/Student Relationship in 
Nursing Education was distributed to you. If you have already 
campleted the questionnaire, I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank you again for your assistance. If you 
have not as yet found time to respond, I would request that 
you do so at your earliest convenience. I loox forward to 
receiving your input which is appreciated. 


Sincerely yours, 


Marie L. Middleton, R.N. B.Sc.N. 


MLM/dg 


7-133B, EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA + T6G 2G5 + TELEPHONE (403) 432-2217 
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